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INTRODUCTLON 


© here is north in cyberspace? We have no compass to get 


our bearings in the uncharted ether beyond the Guten- 

berg galaxy, and the difficulty is not simply cartograph- 
ical and technological. It is moral and political. In the early days of the 
İnternet, cyberspace seemed to be free and open. Now it is being fought 
over, divided up, and closed off behind protective bartiers.! Free spirits 
might imagine that electronic communication could take place without 
running into obstacles, but that would be naive. Who would want to give 
up password protection for their email or to tefuse filtering that protects 
childten from pornography or to leave their country defenseless in the 
face of cyberattacks? But the Great Firewall of China and the unrestricted 
sutveillance by the National Security Agency illustrate a tendeney for 
the state to assert its interests at the expense of ordinary individuals. Has 
modern technology produced a new kind of power, which has led to an 
imbalance between the tole of the state and the rights of its citizens? Per 
haps, but we should be wary about assuming that the balance of power in 
the present has no precedent in the past. In order to gain some perspec 
tive on the current situation, we can study the history of attempts by the 
state to control communication. This book is intended to show how those 
attempts took place, not always and everywhere but in specific times and 


places, where they can be investigated in detail. It is an inside history, 
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because it putfsues the investigation into back rooms and secret missions, 
where agents of the state kept watch over words, permitting or forbidding 
them to appear in print and suppressing them according to reasons of state 
when they began to circulate as books. 

The history of books and of the attempts to keep them under control 
will not yield conclusions that can be directiy applied to policies govern- 
ing digital communication. It is important for other reasons. By taking us 
inside the operations of censots, it shows how policy-makers thought, how 
the state took the measure of threats to its monopoly of power, and how it 
tried to cope with those threats. The power of print could be as threaten- 
ing as cyberwarfare, How did agents of the state understand it, and how did 
their thoughts determine actions? No historian can get inside the heads of 
the dead—or, for that matter, the living, even if they can be interviewed 
fot studies of contemporary history. But with sufficient documentation, we 
can detect patterns of thought and action. Only rately are the archives 
adeguate, because censoring took place in secret, and the sectets usualiy 
remained hidden or were destroyed. Given a rich enough run of evidence, 
however, one can tease out the underlying assumptions and the under 
cover activities of the officials charged with the policing of print. Then 
the archives open up leads. One can follow censors as they vetted texts, 
often line by line, and one can trail the police as they tracked down for 
bidden books, enforcing boundaries between the legal and the illegal. The 
boundaries themselves need to be mapped, because they were freguentiy 
uncertain and always changing. Where can one draw the line between an 
account of Krishna's dallying with the milkmaids and unacceptable eroti- 
cism in Bengali literature, or between socialist realism and “late-bourgeois” 
narration in the literature of Communist East Germany? The conceptual 
maps are interesting in themselves and important because they shaped 
actual behavior. The repression of books—sanctions of all kinds that fall 
under the rubric of “post-publication censorship”—shows how the state 
confronted literature at street level, in incidents that catry the story into 
the lives of the daring or disreputable characters who operated beyond the 
fringe of the law. 


At this point, the research gives way to the sheer joy of the chase, 
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because the police —or their eguivalent, depending on the nature of the 
government —kept running into strains of humanity that rarely make it 
into history books. Wandering minstrels, devious peddlers, seditious mis- 
sionaries, merchant adventurers, authors of every stripe—both the famous 
and the unknown, including a fake swami and.a scandal-mongering 
chambermaid—and even the police themselves, who sometimes joined 
ranks with their victims—these are the people who populate the follow- 
ing pages, along with censors of every shape and size. This aspect of the 
human comedy deserves to be recounted in its own right, | believe, but in 
telling the stories, as accurately as | can, without exaggeration or devia- 
tion from the evidence, | hope to accomplish something more: a history of 
censorship in a new key, one that is both comparative and ethnographic. 
With the exception of masters like Marc Bloch, historians preach 
in favor of compatative history more often than they practice it? İt isa 
demanding genre, not merely because of the need to command different 
fields of study in different languages but also owing to the problems inher 
ent in making comparisons. It may be easy to avoid confusing apples with 
oranges, but how can one study institutions that look similar or have the 
same names yet function diffetentiy? A person called a censor may behave 
according to the rules of a game that are incompatible with those followed 
by someone considered to be a censor in another system. The games them- 
selves are different. The very notion of literature carries weight in some 
societies that can hardiy be imagined in others. In Soviet Russia, accord- 
ing to Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, literature was so powerful that it “acceler- 
ated history.” To most Americans, it matters less than professional sports. 
Yet Americans” attitudes have varied greatly over time. Literature weighed 
heavily on them three hundred years ago, when the Bible (especialiy the 
Genevan editions derived in large part from the vigorous translations of 
William Tyndale) contributed mightily to a way of life, In fact, it may be 
anachronistic to speak of “literature” among the Puritans, since the term 
did not come into common use until the eighteenth century. “Religion” or 
“divinity” might be more suitable, and the same is true of many ancient cul- 
tures such as that of India, where literary history cannot be distinguished 


cearly from religious mythology. Rather than concentrating on termi: 
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nology, | hope to capture idiom—that is, to understand the underlying 
tone of a cultural system, its unspoken attitudes and implicit values as they 
inflected action. Comparisons work best, I believe, at the systemic level. 
'Therefore, | have tried to teconstruct censorship as it operated throughout 
three authoritarian systems: the Bourbon monarchy in eighteenth-century 
France, the British Raj in nineteenth-century India, and the Communist 
dictatorship in twentieth-centuty East Germany. Each is worthy of study 
in itsel£ When taken together and compared, they make it possible to 
rethink the history of censorship in general. 

It might seem best to begin with a guestion: What is censorship? 
When | ask my students to give examples, the responses have included the 


following (aside from obvious cases of oppression under Hitler and Stalin): 


Giving grades 

Calling a professor “Professor” 

Political correctness 

Peer review 

Reviews of any kind 

Editing and publishing 

Outlawing assault weapons 

Pledging or refusing to pledge allegiance to the flag 
Applying for or issuing a drivers license 

Surveillance by the National Security Agency 

The Motion Picture Association of America's film-rating system 
The Children's Internet Protection Act 

Speed monitoring by cameras 

Obeying the speed limit 

Classifying documents to protect national security 
Classifying anything 

Algorithmic relevance ranking 

The use of “she” instead of “he” as a standard pronoun 
Wearing or not wearing a necktie 

Politeness 


Silence 
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The list could be extended indefinitely, covering legal and nonlegal sanc- 
tions, psychological and technological filtering, and all sorts of behavior, 
whether by state authorities, private institutions, peer groups, or individ- 
uals sorting through the inner secrets of the soul. W hatever the validity 
of the examples, they suggest that a broad definition of censorship could 
cover almost anything. Censorship may be deemed to exist everywhere— 
but if everywhere, nowhere; for an allextensive definition would erase all 
distinctions and therefore would be meaningless. To identify censorship 
with constraints of all kinds is to trivialize it. 

Rather than starting with a definition and then looking for examples 
that conform to it, | have proceeded by interrogating censors themselves. 
They cannot be interviewed (the Fast German censors discussed in part 
3 are a rare exception), but one can recover their voices from the archives 
and guestion them by testing and reformulating interpretations while 
working from one document to another. A few, isolated manuscripts won't 
suffıce. Hundreds are needed, and the run must be rich enough to show how 
censors handled their ordinary, everyday tasks. The pertinent guestions 
then become: how did they work, and how did they understand their work? 
If the evidence is adeguate, it should be possible to piece together patterns 
of behavior among the censors and in their surrounding environment— 
from the sifting of manuscripts by editors to the confiscation of books by the 
police. The parts played will vary according to the institutions involved, 
and the institutional configuration will depend on the nature of the 
sociopolitical order. It would be wrong, therefore, to expect all publications 
to follow the same path and, when they offended the authorities, to be 
repressed in the same manner. There is no general model. 

But there are general tendencies in the way censorship has been studied 
over the last hundred years.? At the risk of oversimplification, 1 would cite 
two: on the one hand, a story of the struggle between freedom of expression 
and the attempts to repress it by political and religious authorities; on the 
other, an account of constraints of every kind that inhibit communication. 
OÖpposed as they are, 1 think there is a great deal to be said for each view. 

The first has a Manichaean guality. It pits the children of light against 
the children of darkness, and it speaks to all defenders of democracy 
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who take certain truths to be selfevident” Whatever their logical or 
epistemological value, those truths function as first principles, not merely 
in the abstract but in political practice. The First Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution provides a starting point for laws and court decisions that 
have determined the meaning and set the limits of “freedom of speech, 
or of the press” as the amendment puts it in one, breathtaking sentence. 
Sophisticates may deride “First Amendment absolutism,” but the freedom 
invoked in the Bill of Rights belongs to a political culture, one that can 
even be considered a civil religion, which has evolved over more than two 
centuries and commands the loyalty of millions of citizens. By adhering to 
the First Amendment, U.S. citizens keep a grip on a certain kind of reality. 
They trim their behavior to the rule of law, and when they come into 
conflict, they take their cases to the courts, which decide what the law is 
in actual practice. 

In arguing for fundamental rights, philosophers use abstractions, but 
they generally understand that ideas take root in systems of power and 
communication. John Locke, the philosopher most identified with theories 
of natural rights, did not invoke freedom of speech when pre-publication 
censorship ceased to be a rule of law in England. Instead, he welcomed 
Parliament” refusal to renew the Licensing Act, which provided for 
censorship, as a victory over the booksellers in the Stationers' Company, 
whom he despised for their monopolistic practices and shoddy products.” 
Milton also railed against the Stationers” Company in Areopagitica, the 
greatest manifesto in English for freedom of the press—great, but limited 
(no “popery” or “open superstition” to be permitted).* These examples, 
and others one could cite (Diderot, for instance)! do not prove that 
philosophers failed to advocate the freedom of the press as a matter of 
principle but rather that they understood it as an ideal to be defended in a 
real world of economic interests and political lobbies. For them, liberty was 
not an unworldiy norm but a vital principle of political discourse, which 
they worked into the social reconstruction of reality that took place in 
seventeenth-century and eighteenth-century Europe. Many of us live in 
the world that they created, a world of civil rights and shared values. The 


İnternet did not condemn that moral order to obsolescence. Nothing would 
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be more self-defeating than to argue against censorship while dismissing 
the tradition that leads from the ancients through Milton and Locke to 
the First Amendment and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

This argument may sound suspiciously high-minded. It has more than 
a whiff of Whiggishness, and it may smell İike tank liberalism.? 1 must 
confess to liberal sympathies myself and to fınding Areopagitica one of 
the most moving polemical works that I have ever read. But | also should 
admit that | sympathize with a second approach to the subject, which 
undercuts the first. Whether spoken or written, words exert power. In fact, 
the power of speech operates in ways that are not fundamentalIy different 
from ordinary actions in the everyday world. Speech acts, as understood by 
linguistic philosophers, are intended to produce effects in the surrounding 
environment; and when they take written form, there is no reason to 
associate them exclusively with literature. Some literary theorists go so far 
as to argue that it is meaningless to separate out a category, hallowed and 
hedged by constitutional testrictions, called freedom of speech. As Stanley 
Fish ptroclaimed in a provocative essay, “There is no such thing as freedom 
of speech—and it's a good thing, too.” 

It would be possible to cite other tendencies in what is sometimes 
known as postmodernism" to support the same point: in contrast to those 
who see censorship as a violation of a right, many theorists construe it 
as an all-pervasive ingredient of social reality. In their view, it operates 
in individual psyches and collective mentalities, everywhere and at all 
times. İt is so omnipresent that, as in the examples given by my students, 
it can hardiy be distinguished from constraints of any kind. A history of 
censorship must therefore confront a problem. It may be valid to resist 
limiting the subject by a restrictive definition, but it could be possible to 
extend it beyond all limits. We face two conflicting views, one normative, 
one relative. For my part, | believe they can be teconciled by embracing 
both and elevating them to another level of analysis, one that I would 
call anthropological. To make that argument, I will present a “thick 
description” of how censorship actually operated in three very different 
political systems. 


This kind of history reguires immersion in the archives—the historian's 
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eguivalent of fteldwork by the anthropologist. My own experience began, 
many decades ago, in the papers of the Bastille and the great Anisson- 
Duperron and Chambte syndicale collections of the Bibliothögue 
nationale de France. By a series of fortunate circumstances, | spent the year 
1989-1990 at the Wissenschaftskolleg zu Berlin; and soon after the fall of 
the Berlin Wall, 1 got to know some East German censors. In 1993—94, | 
was able to follow up the information they had provided during another 
year as a fellow in the Wissenschaftskolleg, and | continued to pursue the 
subject in several subseguent stints of research in the papers of the Bast 
German Communist (SED) Party. Having studied censors at work under 
two very different systems in the eighteenth and the twentieth centuries, 
I decided to look for ninetcenth-century material from a nonMWestern part 
of the world. Thanks to help from Graham Shaw, then in charge of the 
India Office Library and Records at the British Library, I was able to spend 
two summers studying the extraordinarily rich archives of the Indian Civil 
Service. 

Finally, after so many expeditions into such fertile sources, | faced 
the problem of how to work this diverse material into a book. Perhaps 
in order to communicate the information in all of its tichness, I should 
have written three books. But | wanted to condense the results of the 
research into a single volume so that readets could make comparisons and 
study general guestions in different contexts. To sort out conceptual and 
contextual issues as they appear in three countries across three centuries 
may secm daunting, yet I hope that this book, condensed as it is, will appeal 
to general readers and will provoke reflection on the problem posed by the 
convergence of two kinds of power—that of the state, ever-expanding in 
scope, and that of communication, constantİy increasing with changes 
in technology. The systems of censorship studied in this book show that 
state intervention in the literary realm went far beyond the blue-penciling 
of texts. It extended to the shaping of literature itself as a force at work 
throughout the social order. If states wielded such power in the age of 


ptint, what will restrain them from abusing it in the age of the İnternet? 


PART ONE 


Bourbon France: 
Privilege and 
Represston 


he Manichaean view of censorship has special appeal when 
applied to the age of Enlightenment, for the Enlightenment 
is easily seen as a battle of light against darkness. It presented 
itself in that manner, and its champions derived other dichotomies from 
that basic contrast: reason against obscurantism, liberty against oppres- 
sion, tolerance against bigotry. They saw parallel forces at work in the 
social and political realm: on one side, public opinion mobilized by the 
philosophes; on the other, the power of church and state. Of course, his- 
tories of the Enlightenment avoid such simplification. They expose con- 
tradictions and ambiguities, especially when they relate abstract ideas to 
institutions and events, But when they come to the subject of censor- 
ship, historical interpretations generally oppose the repressive activity of 
administrative officials to the attempts by wtiters to promote freedom 
of expression. France offers the most dramatic examples: the burning 
of books, the imptisonment of authors, and the outlawing of the most 
important works of literature—particularly those of Voltaire and Rous- 
seau and the Encyclopedie, whose publishing history epitomizes the strug- 
gle of knowledge to free itself from the fetters imposed by the state and 
the church. 
There is much to be said for this line of interpretation, especially if 


it is seen from the perspective of classical liberalism or commitment to 
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the defense of human rights—that is, from a modern viewpoint that itself 
is derived from the Enlightenment. But whatever its validity as a way of 
accommodating value judgments to historical objectivity, it lacks ground- 
ing in research about how censorship actually operated. What did censors 
do, how did they understand their tasks, and how did their activities fit 
into the surrounding social and political order” 


İYPOGRAPHY AND LEGALITY 


Consider, for example, the title page of an ordinary eighteenth-century 
book, Nouveau voyage aux isles de VAmörigue (Paris, 1722). lt goes on 
and on, more like a dust jacket than a title page of a modern book. In 
fact, its function was similar to tbat of dustjacket copy: it summarized 
and advertised the contents of the book for anyone who might be inter- 
ested in reading it. The missing element, at least for the modern reader, 
is egually striking: the name of the author. It simply does not appear. 
Not that the author tried to hide his identity: his name shows up in 
the front matter. But the person who really had to answer for the book, 
the man who carried the legal and financial responsibility for it, stands 
out prominentiy at the bottom of the page, along with his address: “in 
Paris, the rue Saint Jacgues, the shop of Pierre-François Giffart, near the 
rue des Mathurins, at the image of Saint Theresa.” Giffart was a book- 
seller (libraire), and like many booksellers he functioned as a publisher 
(the modern term for publisher, &diteur, had not yet come into common 
usage), buying manuscripts from authors, arranging for their printing, 
and selling the finished products from his shop. Since 1275, booksellers 
had been subjected to the authority of the university and therefore had 
to keep shop in the Latin Ouarter. They especially congregated in the 
tue Saint Jacgues, where their wroughtiron signs (hence “at the image 
of Saint Theresa”) swung through the air on hinges like the branches of 
a forest. The brotherhood of printers and booksellers, dedicated to Saint 
John the Evangelist, met in the church of the Mathurin Fathers in the 
rue des Mathurins near the Sorbonne, whose faculty of theology often 
pronounced on the orthodoxy of published texts. So this book's address 
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A typical title page of a censored book, Nouveau voy- 
age aux isles de İ'Am&rigue, 1722. 


placed it at the heart of the official trade, and its super-legal status was 
clear in any case from the formula printed at the bottom: “with approba- 
tion and privilege of the king.” 

Here we encounter the phenomenon of censorship, because approba- 
tions were formal sanetions delivered by royal censors. In this case, there 
are four approbations, all printed at the beginning of the book and written 


by the censors who had approved the manuscript, One censor, a professor 
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The approbations and privilege printed after the preface to Nouveau voyage aux which had been granted to him, to two booksellers, Giffart and Cavelier fils. (As a 
isles de VAmerigue. Following the text of the privilege (only the first part of it preceding note indicated, only booksellers or printers were permitted to sell books.) 
apbears here) several notes indicate the legal steps taken for its commercial imple- 3. Giffart and Cavelier fils certified that they had divided the privilege into four 
mentation: İ. İt was entered in the official register kept by the Parisian guild of parts; each kept one part, and together they ceded one part to Cavelier's father and 


booksellers and printers. 2. The author, F. J.-B. Labat, formaliy ceded the privilege, i one to Theodore le Gras, who also were booksellers. 
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at the Sorbonne, remarked in his approbation, “I had pleasure in reading 
it it is full of fascinating things.” Another, who was a professor of botany 
and medicine, stressed the book's usefulness for travelers, merchants, and 
students of natural history; and be especially praised its style. A third cen- 
sor, a theologian, simply attested that the book was a good read. He could 
not put it down, he said, because it inspired in the reader “that sweet but 
avid curiosity that makes us want to continue further.” Is this the language 
you would expect from a censor? To rephrase the guestion as the guery 
that Erving Goffman reportedİy set as the starting point for all sociological 
investigation: What is going on here? 

The beginning of an answer can be found in the privilege itself, 
which is printed after the approbations. It takes the form of a letter from 
the king to the officials of his courts, notifying them that the king has 
granted the author of the book, whose name now appcars for the first 
time, the exclusive right to reproduce it and to have it sold through inter 
mediaries in the booksellers' guild. The privilege is a long and complex 
text, full of stipulations about the physical gualities of the book. It was to 
. be printed on “good paper and in beautiful type, in conformity with the 
regulations on the book trade.” Those regulations set detailed standards 
of guality control: the paper was to be made from a certain grade of rags; 
the type was to be calibrated so that one m would be precisely as wide 
as three Ps. It was pure Colbertism—that is, state interference to pro- 
mote trade by setting standards of guality and reinforcing guilds behind 
a protective wall of tariffe—originally devised under the direction of 
Jean-Baptiste Colbert himself. And the privilege concluded as all royal 
edicts did: “For such is our pleasure.” Legalİy, the book existed by virtue 
of the kings pleasure; it was a product of the royal “grace.” The word 
grâce recurs in all the key edicts on the book trade; and in fact the Direc- 
tion de la librairie, or royal administration in charge of the book trade, 
was divided into two parts: the “Librairie contentieuse” for regulating 
conflicts and the “Librairie gracieuse” for the dispensation of privileges. 
Finally, after the text of the privilege came a series of paragraphs stating 
that the privilege had been entered in the register of the booksellers” 
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guild and that it had been divided into portions, which had been sold to 
four different booksellers. 

Now, to the modern eye, all this İlooks rather strange: we have censors 
praising the style and readability of the book instead of cutting out its 
heresies; we have the king conferring his grace upon it; and we have the 
members of the booksellers' guild dividing up that grace and selling it as if 
it were a form of property. What indeed was going on? 

One way to make sense of this puzzle is to think of the eighteenth- 
century book as something comparable to certain jars of jam and boxes 
of biscuits in England that seem so curious to foreigners because they 
exist “by special appointment to Her Majesty the Oueen.” The book was 
a guality product; it had a royal sanction; and in dispensing that sanction, 
the censors vouched for its general excellence. Censorship was not simply 
a matter of purging heresies. It was positivww—a royal endorsement of the 
book and an official invitation to read it. 

The governing term in this system was “privilege” (etymologicaliy, 
“private law”). Privilege was the organizing principle of the Ancien R&gime 
in general, not only in Frahce but throughout most of Europe. Law did not 
fall egually on everyone, for everyone assumed that all men (and, even 
more, all women) were born unegual—and rightiy so: hietarchies were 
ordained by God and built into nature. The idea of eguality before the law 
was unthinkable for most Europeans, with the exception of a few philos- 
ophers. Law was a special dispensation accorded to particular individuals 
or groups by tradition and the grace of the king. Just as wellborn “men 
of guality” enjoyed special privileges, so did high-guality books. In fact, 
privilege operated at three levels in the publishing industry: the book itself 
was privileged (the modern idea of copyright did not yet exist, except in 
England); the bookseller was ptivileged (as a member of a guild, he enjoyed 
the exclusive right to engage in the book trade); and the guild was privi- 
leged (as an exclusive corporation it benefited from certain rights, notably 
exemption ftom most taxation). In short, the Bourbon monarchy devel- 
oped an elaborate system for channeling the power of the printed word; 
and as a product of that system, the book epitomized the entire regime. 
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İHE CENSOR'S POINT OF VİEW 


Such were the formal characteristics of the typographical Old Regime. 
How does the system look if one studies its operation behind the façades of 
title pages and privileges—that is, from the viewpoint of the censors them- 
selves? Fortunately, a series of manuscripts in the Bibliothögue nationale de 
France contains a rich vein of informaticn about how censors performed 
their tasks in the 1750s and 1760s. Hundreds of their letters and reports to 
the director of the book trade administration (Direction de la librairie), 
C.G. de Lamoignon de Malesherbes, teveal their ways of working and 
especialiy their reasons for accepting or rejecting a reguest for a privilege.” 

Because they were confidential communications to Malesherbes, the 
reports assessed books with a frankness that could not appear in formal 
approbations. Sometimes, to be sure, they merely provided assurance that a 
manuscript contained nothing offensive to religion, morality, or the state— 
the conventional categories that commanded a censor's attention. But many 
conveyed positive endorsements about style and substance, even when they 
consisted of only a sentence or two. Thus a typical recormmendation for a 
privilege: “1 have read, by order of Monseigneur the Chancellor, the Lettres 
de M. de la Riviöre. They seem to me well written and full of teasonable and 
edifying reflections.”* When censors felt enthusiastic about a text, they piled 
on the praise. One of them gave an elaborate account of all the gualities that 
justified awarding a privilege to a book about the British Isles: impeccable 
ordering of the subject matter, superb history, precise geography; it was just 
the thing to satisfy a reader's curiosity.> Another censor endorsed a book 
about ethics primarily for its aesthetic gualities. Although it lacked a certain 
grandeur of tone, it was simple and solid, enriched by amusing anecdotes, 
and recounted in a way that would hold the readers” interest while con- 
vincing them of the advantages of virtue.5 A few positive reports go on at 
such length that they read like book reviews.? One censor got carried away 
with praise for a travel book, then stopped himself and decided to submit a 
concise recommendation “to avoid infringing on the territoty of the jour 
nalists.* Far from sounding like ideological sentinels, the censors wrote as 


men of letters, and their reports could be considered as a form of literature. 
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Their İiterary concerns stand out especially in the negative teports, 
where one might expect the heaviest concentration on the vetting of here- 
sies, Öne censor condemned the “light and bantering tone” of a treatise on 
cosmology.? Another had no theological objections to a biography of the 
prophet Mohammed but found it superficial and inadeguately researched.” 
A third refused to recommend a mathematical textbook, because it did 
not work through problems in sufficient detail and failed to give the cubes 
as well as the sguares of certain sums."! A fourth rejected a legal treatise 
on the grounds that it used inaccurate terminology, misdated documents, 
misconstrued basic principles and was full of misspellings.? An account 
of the campaigns of Frederick Il offended a fifth censor, not because of 
any disrespectful discussion of French foreign policy but rather because 
“it isa compilation without taste and without discernment.” And a sixth 
rejected a defense of religious orthodoxy against the attacks of freethinkers 


primarily for its sloppiness; 


It isnota book at all, You cannot tell what the author's purpose 
is until you have fınished it. He advances in one direction, then dou- 
bles back; his arguments are often weak and superficial; his style, in 
an attempt to be lively, merely becomes petulant. ... In the effort to 


turn a pretty pbrase, he freguently looks silly and ridiculous."* 


Of course, the reports also contain plenty of comments condemning 
unorthodox ideas. The censors certainly defended church and king, But they 
worked from the assumption that an apptobation was a positive endorse- 
ment of a book and that a privilege conveyed the sanction of the crown. 
They wrote as men of letters themselves, determined to defend “the honor of 
French literature,” as one of them put it.5 They often adopted a superior tone, 
pouring scorn on works that failed to measure up to standards that could 
have been set in the Grand Siğcle. One censor sounded as cutting as Nico- 
las Boileau, the sharpest critic of the seventeenth century, in rejecting an 


almanac that contained nothing offensive, except its prose: “Its style is mis- 


erable.”* Another turned down a sentimental romance simply because it was 


“badiy written”? A third condemned a translation of an English novel for 


ad 
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sheer insipidness: “1 find only insipid moralizing interspersed with ordinary 
adventutes, vapid bantering, colorless descriptions, and trivial reflections. . . . 
Such a work is not worthy of appearing with a public mark of approbation.”* 

This style of censorship created a problem: if manuscripts had to be not 
merely inoffensive but also worthy of a Louisguatorzean stamp of approval, 
would not most literature fail to gualify? The censor of the above-men- 


tioned novel chose a conventional way around this difficulty: 


Because (this workl, despite its faults and mediocrity, contains noth- 
ing dangerous or reprehensible and does not, after all, attack reli- 
gion, morality or the state, | think that there is no risk in tolerating 
its printing and that it can be published with a tacit permission, 


although the public will hardiy be flattered by a present of this sort.* 


In other words, the regime created loopholes in the İegal system. 


Yy, 


“Tacit permissions,” “tolerances,” “simple permissions,” “permissions of 
the police*—the officials in charge of the book trade devised a whole 
series of categories that could be used to permit books to appear without 
teceiving an official endorsement. Given the nature of the privilege sys- 
tem, they could hardiy do otherwise, unless they wanted to declare war 
on most of contemporary literature. As Malesherbes put it in reflecting on 
his years as director of the book trade, “A man who reads only books that 
originally appeared with the explicit sanction of the government, as the 
law prescribes, would be behind his contemporaries by nearly a century.” 
More than any previous director of the book ttade, Malesherbes extended 
the use of tacit permissions, an agreement to allow discreet sales of a book 
provided it did not provoke so much scandal that it would have to be 
withdrawn from the market—usually with the connivance of the police. 
Ünlike privileges, tacit permissions did not convey an exclusive right to 
publish a work, but they teguired approval by a censor and entiy in a teg- 
ister, No trace of the approval, including the name of the censor, appeared 
in the book itself, which often had a false address on its title page to sug- 
gest that it had been published outside France. In especially problematic 


cases, censors could recommend “simples tol&tances,” an informal agree- 
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ment by the director of the book trade to look the other way when a book 
was sold under the counter or “under the cloak.” “Permissions de police” 
were dispensed by the lieutenant general of police for short, ephemeral 
works, and they, too, could be revoked if they caused offense. 

For the censor faced with a new manuscript, this graduated spectrum 
of legality normally meant choosing among three possibilities: he could 
recommend through the director of the book trade that the chancellor 
grant a privilege, and the work would appear with an approbation and 
the censor's name attached to it; he could recommend a tacit permission, 
and the work would appear without any official endorsement as if it had 
been imported from abroad; or he could refuse to sanction it, and it would 
be published illegally or not at all? To make that choice, the censor had 
to weigh complex and sometimes contradictory factors: the text ortho- 
doxy relative to conventional standards of religion, politics, and moral- 
ity; its substance as a contribution to literature or a field of knowledge; its 
aesthetic and sometimes its commercial value; its potential influence on 
current affairs; and its effect on the networks of alliances and enmities 
embedded in le monde— that is, the elite of birth, wealth, and talent who 
dominated public life in France, Consider two examples. 

First, a success story. The chevalier de Mouhy, a hack novelist and 
sometime police spy, had little talent and less fortune, but he had built up 
capital in the form of “protections”—the eighteenth-century term for the 
influence-peddling that made le monde go round. In 1751 Mouhy cobbled 
together some belletristic essays under the title Tablettes dramatigues and 
cashed in one of his chips: an introduction to the chevalier de Pons, one of 
the counselors of the duc de Chartres. De Pons permitted Mouhy to pre- 
sent his manuscript to the duke during an audience at the château de Saint 
Cloud. After glancing at the text, the duke made a remark to the effect 
that he hoped to see it published. Mouhy returned to his garret, penned an 
effusive dedication to the duke, and after some negotiations over the flat- 
tery in one of the lines, persuaded de Pons to persuade the duke to accept 
it. Next, Mouhy set about clearing the manuscript through the censorship, 
no easy task, as it contained a few irreverent remarks about men of İetters 


and the Academie française. To ease its way, he cashed in a second chip: 
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the protection of the marechal de Belle-Isle. The mardchal wrote to M. 
de la Reigniğre, the father-in-law of Malesherbes, explaining that he had 
accorded his protection to Mouhy and would be pleased if de la Reigniğre 
would do the same. Mouhy sent de la Reigniğre a letter of his own, stress- 
ing the dedication, the double protection, and the importance of speed in 
processing the privilege, because for commercial reasons he needed to get 
the book on the market as soon as possible. De la Reignitre complied with 
a letter to Malesherbes, and Malesherbes obliged by appointing a sym- 
pathetic censor, E-A. Paradis de Moncrif, a playwright, poet, member of 
the Academie française, and well-connected figure in le monde, thanks to 
his engaging manners and wit. Moncrif knew what was expected of him, 
because Malesherbes had pointed out, in sending him his marching orders, 
that the mar€chal de Belle-Isle, one of the most powerful men in France, 
took an interest in the affair. 

So far so good, but Moncrif received a very messy copy, Written ina 
barely legible scrawl. It took him a great deal of time and trouble to work 
through it, initialing the pages as he approved them, according to normal 
procedure. Mouhy, pleading for speed, persuaded him to turn over a first 
batch of the approved pages so that the book could be registered for an 
approbation at Malesherbes's next audience in the Bureau de la librairie. 
In this way, the printer could start work on the approved part of the text, 
while Moncrif censored the rest. Nothing could go wrong, because Mon- 
crif could later check the proofs against the initialed pages of the manu- 
script. Furthermore, Mouhy had given him carte blanche to cut anything 
objectionable, while reassuring him at the same time that nothing of the 
sort could possibly be found in the text. Instead of receiving proofs, how- 
ever, Moncrif was given a copy of the newly printed book, along with the 
copy-text that the printers had used. The copy-text contained a great many 
passages that did not exist in the manuscript that Moncrif had approved, 
including some remarks on page 76 that were certain to offend his col 
leagues in the Acadâmie française. Moncrif dashed to the bookstores that 
had received the first copies, tore out the offending page, and reguired 
Mouhy to teplace it with a cancel before the bulk of the edition could be 


marketed. In the end, therefore, the censor saved his reputation, and the 
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author got the book he wanted, minus one page, thanks to his ability to 
brazen his way through the bureaucracy and to pull strings.> 

The second case had a less happy ending. Guillaume Poncet de la 
Grave, an attorney and minor man of letters, was a far more substantial 
personage than the chevalier de Mouhy, but he was far less successful at 
mobilizing protectors, even though he eventually became a censor himself, 
In 1753 he completed a Projet des embellissements de la ville et des fanbourgs 
de Paris, a book-length proposal for beautifying Paris by redesigning public 
spaces, Favored with the same censor, Moncrif, who specialized in works 
about the beaux arts, Poncet also tried to launch his book under the banner 
of an influential patron by asking permission to dedicate it to the marguis 
de Marigny, brother of Mme de Pompadour and the key official in charge 
of royal building projects. He got nowhere. Marigny teturned the draft of 
the dedication with a flat refusal; and when pressed for an explanation, he 
replied, “To accept the dedication of a work would be to give it a public 
approbation.” Nor would he let Poncet take his case to Mme de Pompadour: 
“As my sister has very little free time, Ido not foresee a moment when I could 
introduce you to her.” The failure of the dedication then became an obsta- 
cle to the approbation, because the censor did not want to make enemies in 
Versailles. Poncet and Moncrif discussed the stalemate at length during a 
meeting in the château des Tuileries, According to Poncet, Moncrif found 
the manuscript perfectiy worthy of an approbation and confessed that his 
“duty as a censor” reguired him to approve the manuscript; but nothing 
would induce him to cross Marigny.” For his part, Marigny had his own 
ideas about architectural projects and did not want to appear to favor othet 
schemes, especialiy if they would reguire an increase in taxation. Versailles, 
as usual, was short of cash. But why should such considerations stand in the 
way of a loyal subject's publishing a book that offended neither church nor 
king nor anything else, except the taste of one weli-placed marguis? 

Baffled, Poncet went over Moncrif's head by appealing to Malesherbes. 
“It is hard for an author to be exposed to so much difficulty in France,” 
he wrote. “İ never knew how to play the courtier. Too bad for me.” But 


then he lapsed into courtier language himself: “If | did not know your 


eguity, Monsieur, I could, strengthen my case by invoking my family ties 
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with Messieurs d'Auriac and Castarenier. Although | do not freguent their 
company, they know perfectiy well who 1 am; my name is well known to 
them, . . . Blood never betrays itself among the wellborn.”* Malesherbes 
asked Moncrif for his version of the story. The censor confirmed his desire 
to avoid compromising himself with influential persons and reguested to 
be relieved of the case. He also wrote an indignant letter to Poncet, com- 
plaining about being exposed to the disfavor of Malesherbes. Poncet was 
therefore reduced to supplicating for another censor and a tacit permission. 
When his book finally appeared without a privilege and approbation a year 
later, its fate was exactiy what could have been predicted ftom the begin- 
ning: it offended no one, and no one took any notice of it. 

These two episodes reveal more about the way censorship actually oper- 
ated on a day-to-day basis than the well-known stories about the repression 
of Enlightenment works. In fact, authors and censors worked together in a 
gray area, where the licit shaded off gradualy into the illicit. They shared 
the same assumptions and values—not surprisingly, because they usually 
came from the same milieux.2” Most censors were authors themselves, and 
they included writers who were aligned with the Enligbtenment such as 
Fontenelle, Condillac, Crebillon fils, and Suard. Like the Encyelopedistes, 
they belonged to the world of universities and academies, the clergy, the 
professional classes, and the toyal administration.* They did not make a 
living by censoring books but pursued careers as professors, doctors, law 
yers, and holders of various administrative posts. Censoring was a sideline 
for them, and most of them did it without pay. Of 128 censors in 1764, 33 
received a modest emolument of 400 livres a year, one received 600 livres, 
and the rest got nothing at all.” After long and loyal service, they could 
hope to receive a pension. The state had set aside 15,000 livres for the pen- 
sions of retired censors in 1764, But the reward for most censors came in the 
form of prestige and the possibility of patronage. To be listed as “Censeur 
du Ro” in the Almanach royal was to occupy a prominent place among the 
servants of the crown, one that could lead to more-lucrative appointments. 
One censor informed Malesherbes that he had accepted his position with 
the understanding that his protector would advance his career, but the 
protector had died and therefore he had no more interest in vetting manu- 
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script.“ İnsofar as the status attached to the position of “Censeur du Roi” 
can be gauged by the number of men who occupied it, it did not decline 
in the course of the century. The number kept growing —from about 10 in 
1660 to 60 in 1700, 70 in 1750, 120 in 1760, and nearly 180 in 1789! The 
growth corresponded to the great increase of book production as measured 
by the annual reguests for official permission to publish a book during the 
eighteenth century—İfrom about 300 in 1700 to 500 in 1750, and more 


than 1,000 by 1780.52 Authors, publishers, and censors all participated in an. 


industry that was expanding, But the censors ptofited least from it. 

Why were so many men of letters, many of them also men of princi- 
ple, willing to take on such a job? The “job description,” as we would put 
it today, hardiy looked inviting: little or no pay, no desk, no office, not so 
much as a blue pencil provided by the government; yet censoring involved 
a good deal of tedious labor and the constant risk of offending important 
people or even of incurring opptobrium. But to put the guestion in that 
way is to succumb to anachronism. Except for rare protests, like Figaro's 
famous outburst in Le Mariage de Figaro,” most of the outrage directed 
against censors came from the era after 1789, when the belief had taken 
hold among ordinary citizens that individuals have a natural right to free- 
dom of expression. How can one make sense of censorship as a system that 


commanded respect in a world organized according to other principles? 


EVERYDAY OPERATIONS 


One could begin by considering the relation between censorship and the 
growth of the state, a process that had acguired enormous momentum in 
France since the time of Richelieu. By the time of Malesherbes, the old 
absolutist monarchy was being transformed by a new phenomenon, one 
that shaped modern society in general, according to Max Weber: bureau- 
cratization. “Bureaucracy” as a term appeared in the 1750s, accompanied 
by increased reliance on paperwork, ptinted forms, rational procedures 
for executing tasks, and hierarchies of salaried employees extending from 
clerks and copyists to “premiers commis” and “chefs de bureau.” Of course, 


many offices remained venâl until the end of the Ancien Regime, and the 


RE 
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state handled its financial and legal business in an arbitrary and irrational 
manner that contributed mightily to its collapse in 1789.” As part of the 
state apparatus —a section within the Chancellerie, or what we would call 
the Ministty of Justice—the Direction de la librairie hardiy resembled a 
modern bureaucracy. It did not even have offices, Malesherbes did business 
from his town house in the rue Neuve des Petits Champs near the rue de 
la Feuillade, a fashionable section of Paris close to the place Vendöme. 
When he dealt with guestions of censorship—and a wide variety of other 
affairs connected with the book trade—he operated from a room known 
as a “burcau.” But the room served for “audiences,” in which he received 
supplicants and petitioners in the manner of a grand seigneur —as befitted 
him, for he belonged to the great Lamoignon dynasty within the nobility 
of the robe: he owned the office of “premier president” in the Cour des 
Aides, which adjudicated tax issues, and his father held the highest office 
in the kingdom as Chancelier de France. The censots who worked under 
Malesherbes had no bureaus of their own. They vetted manuscripts in 
their private apartments or whatevet space they occupied while doing their 
primary jobs. To describe them with eighteenth-century neologisms like 
bureaucrate, buraliste, or paperasseur (paper pusher) is to get them wrong.” 
Yet the paper trails they left behind indicate a procedural formality 
and self-consciousness that can be seen as symptoms of a bureaucratic way 
of doing business—mixed, to be sure, with archaic elements peculiar to 
an industry dominated by a guild, the Communaut€ des libraires et des 
imprimeurs de Paris. Booksellers, who had to be members of the guild, 
freguentiy came to Malesherbes's audience, a crowded, lively affair, held 
every Thursday, in order to submit manuscripts with reguests for privi- 
leges.>9 Malesherbes assigned each manuscript to a censor by issuing a bilet 
de censure, also known as a renvoi. This was a printed form, addressed to 


the censor, which contained a standard phrase: 


Monsieur ...., 
will be pleased to take the trouble to examine this manuscript with 
the greatest possible attention and diligence in order to give a rapid 


judgment of it to M. LE CHANCELIRR. 
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A printed billet de censure dated February 28, 1751, and signed by Malesherbes, 
directing a censor, de Boze, to examine the manuscript entitled “Lettre sur les bein- 
tures d'Hevculanum.” On the bottom, de Boze wrote a jugement dated March 2, 
1751, testifying that the manuscript was worthy of a tacit permission or a privilege. 
The note at the top indicated that it was to receive a tacit permission, and the number 
at the top left identifted it for registration in the “Feville des jugements.” 


PM De 
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Malesherbes's secretary filled in the name of the censor, the title of 
the manuscript, the date, and, at the top left of the page, the number of 
the application. This number with the cotresponding information, was 
entered into a register called the livre sur la librairie. After receiving the 
manuscript accompanied by the billet de censure, the censor went over the 
text, initialed each page as he read it (unless he decided to reject the manu- 
script, which obviated the need for initialing), and noted any changes that 
he considered necessary, İn straightforward cases that met his approval, 
he often wrote his “judgment,” as it was known, at the bottom of the bil- 
let de censure, which he returned to Malesherbes. Thus a typical positive 


judgment: 


I have found nothing but decent and reasonable (material) in this 
little work on the paintings of Herculaneum, whose printing can be 
authorized by a formal privilege, if it is reguested, rather than by a 


tacit permission.” 


In more complicated cases, the censor would send his judgment in the 
form of a letter to Malesherbes. He might also render an oral opinion and 
discuss the case at length with Malesherbes during a working session for 
censors, known as the bureau de jeudi (Thursday office hours), which also 
took place in Malesherbes's town house. 

Either way, a judgment was a private exchange between Malesherbes 
and a censor, which sometimes had an informal tone and went on at con- 
siderable length. An approbation, by contrast, was an official approval of 
a reguest for a privilege, which was usualiy published alongside the priv- 
ilege in the printed text of the book. Censors tended to use more careful 
and succinct language when they wrote approbations. They normally sent 
them with their judgment to Malesherbes's residence, where his staff (he 
may have used only a secretary and a clerk or copyist) superintended the 
next stage of the process.” They kept a copy of the approbation for their 
records and made another copy, known as the feville (sheet), to be sent to 
the Keeper of the Seals, who eventually infused it with the full force of the 
law by stamping it with the “grand seal” (grand sceau) at his disposal and 
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issuing a privilege like the one guoted at the beginning of this chapter. 
The Keeper of the Seals returned the stamped approbation (feville scellde) 
with the privilege to the bureau of the director, where it could be claimed 
at a Thursday audience by the bookseller or, after 1777, the author (the 
edicts on the book trade of August 30, 1777, explicitly permitted authors to 
hold privileges in their own names, as had occasionally happened earlier, 
and also to sell their printed books). The bookseller had to pay a fee of 
thirty-six livres, twelve sous—a fairly hefty sum, the eguivalent of nearly 
a months wages for an unskilled laborer. He would then take the fewille 
scellde and the privilege to the administrative office (Chambre syndicale) 
of the Parisian booksellers' guild for registration. Once a clerk of the guild 
had copied the full text of the privilege into a register, the bookseller had 
acguired an exclusive right to reproduce the text for a certain period of 
time, usualİy at İeast ten years. He could then take the manuscript to be 
printed, either by a master printer of the guild (in principle, printing was 
limited to forty masters in Paris) or by himself (if he had been accepted as 
a master printer in addition to his official capacity as a master bookseller), 
Önce the proofs had been pulled, the censor made his final appearance in 
the process, because he had to initial each page of the proofs in order to 
verify that the printed text corresponded to the manuscript that he had 
also initialed, page by page. 

The system involved enough shuffling and shifting of paper to open 
up possibilities for error and cheating, as in the case of Mouhy's attempt to 
slip some nasty remarks about his enemies in the Acadömie française into 
un-initialed proofs, which he had hidden from his censor's attention, But 
the standard procedure expressed an attempt to impose rational order on 
the complex task of vetting texts as they passed from manuscript to print. 
The filling out of printed forms, the numbering of documents, the tracking 
of dossiers, the copying and registering and sealing and initialine—can it 
all be taken as symptomatic of full#ledged bureaucratization? Not in the 
strict, Weberian sense of the word, The Direction de la libraitie can best be 
understood as a bureaucracy without bureaucrats. It represented an inter 
mediate stage in the Weberian process, and as such it typified the Ancien 


Regime's efforts to transact its business more effectively without abandon- 
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A page from the “Feville des jugements” showing the numbers of the billets de censure 
with jugements, the titles of the books, the names of the censors, and the decisions 
concerning the nature of the permission (whether a privilege, a permission tacite, or 


a permission simple) and the length of its duration. 
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ing the system of privilege and protection that permeated a barogue state 
attached to a royal court, 

Censors had to cope with the strains and contradictions of this proto- 
modern, barogue bureaucracy as best they could, accepting assignments as 
they came. Malesherbes usually allotted the work according to the censors' 
fields of expertise, which appeared with their names under standard rubrics 
in the Almanach royal: theology; jurisprudence; natural history, medicine, 
and chemistry; surgery; mathematics; belles-lettres, history, and related 
subjects designated only as “etc.” geography, navigation, and travel; and 
architecture. The workload varied enormously. A few censors vetted only 
one or two manuscripts a year, whereas others seemed to be constantly 
occupied, snatching what time they could from their normal occupations. 
The pressure took its toll on workhorses like the abbe Buret, an eccle- 
siastical censor, who felt overwhelmed in July 1762. Having just slogged 
through a book on philosophy and another on theology, he had to take 
on a translation of Saint Augustine as well as a tome on church admin- 
istration thirteen days before he was to go on vacation. He begged for a 
teprieve so that he could visit his family in the country and look after the 
affairs of his benefice.*” The abb& de La Ville complained that he had read 
so many historical tracts of such mediocrity that when he received a new 
manuscript he could not tell whether he had already read an earlier version 
of it. He could only give “guick and superficial attention” to the works that 
piled up on his desk, he confessed.? Theology was even more of a gtind, 
according to the abb& Foucher. After laboriously cutting and correcting 
a treatise on the soul, he heaved a sigh and exclaimed, “Long live history 
books and anthologies!”? 

Most censors seem to have taken their tasks seriously and to have 
worked hard. While examining a treatise on trade and exchange rates, 
one of them corrected the spelling and redid much of the atithmetic.* 
Others produced lists of factual mistakes, repaired faulty grammar, noted 
stylistic flaws, and took special care to signal phrasing that could give 
offense. They often objected to harshness of tone, defending an ideal of 
moderation and propriety (biensdances) # In such cases, they penciled in 


suggested improvements. One censor demanded that an entire manuscript 
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be recopied with plenty of space between the lines so that he could insert 
corrections.© Censoring with that degree of attention resembled the care 
with which readers assess manuscripts for publishers today. 

Because it involved so much care, hard work, and responsibility, cen- 
sorship bound author and censor together in a relationship that was often 
close and sometimes verged on collaboration. The choice of the censor 
belonged to the director of the book trade, who often consulted authors 
and accommodated those who sent him special reguests. Malesherbes 
knew all the important writers of his time and sometimes intervened to 
steer their manuscripts past the dead ends and wrong turns that lay along 
the route to a privilege or a tacit permission. The most eminent authors 
expected special treatment, for deference and string-pulling belonged to 
the mores of le monde. Voltaire was always asking for special favors, not 
only with Malesherbes but with ministers, the lieutenant general of police, 
influential salon lions, and anyone else who could clear passage for his 
works—that is, his legal works; he published his illegal tracts outside the 
law and anonymousiy ot, better yet, under the names of his enemies.” In 
the course of his tortuous relations with Rousseau, Malesherbes virtualiy 
masterminded the publication of key works, notabiy La Nowvelle Heloise 
and Emile. Less famous but egualiy well connected authors sometimes 
managed to have their manuscripts approved by people who were not 
official censors at all, because Malesherbes could issue a billet de censure 
to authorize special cases. When asked to expedite a legal treatise by an 
influential lawyer named Aubert, he sent a blank billet de censure to Aubert 
himself and asked him to fill in the censor's name. Inside maneuvering 
of this sort meant that friends and colleagues often censored one anoth- 
er's works. Fontenelle approved the Oeuvres diverses of Moncrif, his fellow 
censor and fellow member of the Acad&mie française.* One censor, 
Secousse, even approved a law anthology that he had edited himself.” 
Sometimes obscure wtiters received such special treatment, evidentiy 
because Malesherbes found their pleading persuasive. A priest who had 
written a Plan göneral d'institution publigve pour la jeunesse du ressort du 
parlement de Bourgogne asked Malesherbes to assign the manuscript to a 
friend of his, a censor named Michault. There was no danger of favotitism, 
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he emphasized, because Michault was “a man of integrity, sincere, and too 
committed to the glory of letters to turn a blind eye to any work unwor- 
thy of publication. I have complete confidence in his wisdom, and 1 will 
correct anything he censors with all the docility and regard that | owe to 
him.” Malesherbes agreed.”" 

İn principle and usualiy in practice, authors were not supposed to know 
the identity of their censors. Censors sometimes insisted on anonymity as 
a condition of doing their job. Moncerif had so many connections among 
the literary and social elite that he felt unable to function if his identity 
were to be revealed to the authors of the manuscripts he vetted.” Yet leaks 
sometimes occurred, to the consternation of the censors, including Mon- 
crif.* After learning that one of his negative reports might be shown to 
the author, a particularly sensitive censor insisted that his signature be 
trimmed off the bottom of the page.” Even a positive report could cause 
difficulty, because when a censor's name was printed with an approbation 
and a privilege in the text of a book it made him appear to be complicit 
with the author, and it could expose him to the wrath of the author's ene- 
mies. A literary censor begged Malesherbes to give only a permission tacite 
to an otthodox work that was critical of Voltaire, because he feared that 
he would become the butt of attacks by Voltaire's partisans if his name 
appeared alongside the approbation. Voltaire and dAlembert demanded 
toleration for their own works, but they tried to get Malesherbes to sup- 
press those of their enemies——and Malesherbes refused.”“ As a matter of 
principle, he favored free debate,” but his censors freguentiy had to cope 
with partisanship. A typical guartel involved a censor's apptoval of a Cours 
de chimie by a doctor named Baron, who criticized some anti-Newtonian 
arguments of an anonymous tract. Ünfortunately, the tract had been writ- 
ten by Jean-Baptiste Senac, the first doctor to the king, who was a powerful 
figure in the world of medicine, and in a furious letter to Malesherbes, 
S&nac demanded that the censor be punished, for he was “as guilty as the 
author.” Malesherbes replied that both the approbation and the book con- 
cerned only ideas, not personalities; in fact, the censor had not known that 
Senac was the author of the anonymous work. But as soon as he heard of 


Senac's reaction, Baron panicked. He wrote a desperate letter to Malesher- 
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bes in an attempt to head off sanctions from Versailles. His book dealt with 
scientific theories, he protested. Wasn't free debate about ideas a basic right 
enjoyed by everyone in the republic of letters? And, moreover, “How could 
I be such an enemy to myself as to abuse the protection with which you 
honor me and to alienate in a lighthearted manner the first doctor to the 
king?” Nothing ever came of this incident, but it exposed the contradic- 
tory elements at the core of the literary system of the Ancien Rögime: on 
tbe one hand, a respect for the ideal of a free and open republic of letters; 
on the other, the tealities of power and protection. Censors, like authors, 
had to operate in an area whete this contradiction made itself felt in their 
everyday activities.” 

While attempting to accommodate the powers that could intervene in 
their operations and at the same time trying to improve manuscripts, cen- 
sors freguentiy developed sympathy for the persons whose texts they vet 
ted. They often corresponded with the authors and even met with them, 
although the authors were not supposed to know who had censored their 
work until it had received an approbation. After sending some critical notes 
to a theologian who had written a treatise on the Incarnation, one cen- 
sor found himself drawn into an elaborate debate about church doctrine.* 
Another arranged a mceting with an author in order to explain a delicate 
point: the manuseript was excellent, but it undermined its argument by 
an excessively polemical tone; the author needed to learn how to respect 
literary biensöances.“ A third censor approved a history of La Rochelle, 
although he disapproved of its turgid style. Working like a copyeditor, he 
went over the manuscript with a pencil, struck out the most offensive pas- 


sages, and got the authors agreement to rewrite them.ö! In some cases, 


authors tefused to make changes, and their censors stopped working with * 


them— or Malesherbes assigned another censor to the case, sometimes at 
the suggestion of the original censor.“ More often, the authors accepted 
ctiticism and rewrote passages “with good grace,” as a censor put it admir- 
ingy. Sympathy led to flexibility on the part of the censors. They bent 
the rules when faced with a “poor devil” who turned out hack work of 
bad guality in order to keep the wolf from the door.“* To be sure, the cen- 
sors sounded condescending when they dealt with hacks. They adopted a 
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deferential tone when they worked over manuscripts by well-known and 
weli-protected writers, But either way, they played such an active part in the 
process of creating a book that they assumed responsibility for it. In a typ- 
ical memorandum to Malesherbes, a censor expressed regret that he could 
not devote mote time to improving the style of a manuscript, but the author 
wanted it back in a hurry and therefore would have to take all the blame if 
it were criticized after its publication.“ 

Of course, collaborations could go sour. After failing to persuade 
authors to rewrite according to their specifications, censots sometimes 
refused to have anything more to do with them.“ Debates over texts 
degenerated into guarrels. Censors complained about copy, authors about 
delays.57 A retired naval officer found it painful to be ordered to cut his 
poetry and then, after some self-inflicted wounds, to be reguired to cut still 
more. And a mathematician who believed he had found a formula for 
sguaring the circle was indignant at the refusal of his manuscript. It con- 
tained nothing against religion, the state, or morality; yet the censor had 
rejected it on the grounds that he did not want to get into trouble with the 
Academy of Sciences, of which he was a member (the academy had refused 


to consider any more treatises on that subject). 


Is that then the reward for an enormous labor, the most unpleasant, 
the most difficult, and at the same time the most necessary that any 
geometrician has ever undertaken? What a recompense to encourage 
ardor and emulation among us! Or, to put it correctİy, what a source 
of disgust and discouragement, if we are not all egualiy allowed to be 


useful to the world that we inhabit.* 


Despite the occasional disputes, censorship, of the business-as-usual 
variety, drove authors and censors together rather than apart. Their rela- 
tions usualİy involved varying degrees of collaboration, not relentless doses 
of repression. İnsofar as one can calculate the refusal rate, it was low, often 
about 10 percent.” But, of course, manuscripts that seriously challenged 
the official values of church and state were not submitted for censoring to 


the Direction de la librairie. They went to presses located across France's 
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border along a fertile crescent of publishing houses that extended from 
Amsterdam down to Brussels and Liğge, through the Rhineland, into 
Switzerland, and finally to the papal state at Avignon. This unambiguously 
illegal literature, supplemented by a huge trade in pirated works, provided 
great business for the foreign publishers, who sold it in France through a 
vast system of smuggling and underground distribution.” The drain on 
the French economy was so great that the directors of the book trade, 
particularly Malesherbes and his successot, Antoine de Sartine, did every- 
thing possible to enlarge the limits of legality by favoring tacit permissions, 
simple permissions, tolerances, and other devices that would favor domes- 
tic production. Economics mattered as much as politics or religion in the 
administration of censorship.? 

But the administrators did not have a free hand, because they could 
not make any important decisions in Paris without considering the con- 
seguences in Versailles. Whenever a sensitive guestion arose, Malesherbes 
went over the heads of his censors and consulted key figures in the min- 
istries and the court. Was a treatise on military fortifications publishable? 
The manuscript went to the minister of war. A study of foreign trade? The 
controller general of finances would have to decide, A history of Ireland 
with special reference to war and diplomacy? The foreign minister needed 
to approve the manuscript before it could be assigned to a censor. A book 
about the need to create a new hospital in Paris? A censor had given it 
pteliminary approval, but the crucial decision on its fate had to come from 
the minister in charge of the “Department of Paris.”” Dedications were 
egualiy delicate, because a public personage who accepted the dedication 
of a book implicitly endorsed it and became identifled with it. Writers 
were always flinging themselves on grandees in the hopes that a dedica- 
tion would lead to patronage. They usualiy did not get past a great man's 
antechamber or his secretary, and they sometimes attempted end tuns 
by publishing an unauthorized dedication and presenting the potential 
'patron with a specially bound copy. Malesherbes had to prevent such for 
bidden behavior. He did not permit a dedication unless the author could 
produce a letter testifying to its acceptance, and he always had a censor 


vet its text. 
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'The argument at this point may seem to be slipping toward an extreme. 
Censots provided positive endorsements of books. They concentrated on 
substantive and aesthetic issues rather than on threats to the church, state, 
and morality. They often sympathized with authors, met with them, and 
even collaborated on the printed texts. Instead of repressing literature, 
they made it happen. Did they not do any ideological police work of the 
sort that is usualiy identified with censorship? 


PROBLEM CASES 


It is possible to make the positive aspects of censorship stand out by select 
ing the evidence that makes it look good. In the foregoing description of 
the censors' activities, I have assessed the evidence as impartially as | can; 
but by concentrating on the ordinary, everyday aspect of their work, | 
have neglected the spectacular episodes that have attracted the attention 
of most historians, and 1 have not discussed cases where censors explicitly 
dealt with ideological issues. The midcentury years were a time of great 
ferment. In fact, Malesherbes's term as director of the book trade, 1750—63, 
coincided closely with the period when the most important works of the 
Enlightenment were published, from the Eneyclopddie (its prospectus first 
appeared in 1750; the last ten volumes of its text were published together 
in 1765) to Rousseau's Emile and Du Contrat social (both published in 
1762). Malesherbes was a friend of the philosophes, and his directorship has 
often been interpreted as a turning point in the history of the Enlight- 
enment and of freedom of expression in general. How does it appear, if 
seen from the perspective of daily labor among the censors who worked 
under him? 

A close reading of all the reports, correspondence, and memorandums 
of the censors from 1750 to 1763 shows little concern about the works 
of the philosophes. Philosophy in general did not cause much worry. İn a 
report on a book that favored Leibnizian metaphysics, a censor sounded 
dismissive about the importance of such a subject: “Many of the philoso- 


phers among us don't agree about the truth of these principles and claim 


that the conseguences to be drawn from them have a dangerous influence 
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on religion. But as that is merely a philosophical dispute, | don't think 
there is an adeguate reason to prevent the circulation of works that can 
give rise to it” On a few occasions the censors expressed disguiet about 
creeping deism of a Voltairean kind. But Voltaire's name rarely appeared 
in the memos that circulated through the Direction de la librairie. That 
should not be surprising, because, as already explained, no manuscript that 
openiy challenged the orthodox values of the Ancien Regime would be 
submitted for approbation and a royal privilege or even for a tacit permis- 
sion. Such works went to Marc-Michel Rey in Amsterdam, Gabriel Cra- 
mer in Geneva, and other publishers who operated outside the realm of 
French law. The books that reached the censors' desks and that gave them 
the most difficulty had to do primarily with religion—nuances of theol- 
ogy within the Catholic Church, Protestant doctrines, and above all Jan- 
senism, the austere, Augustinian strain of religion derived from the works 
of Cornelius Jansen and condemned as hetetical by several papal bulls.” 
The authors and publishers of these works sent them to be censored in the 
belief that they were compatible with orthodox Catholicism. The censors 
had to decide whether that was the case, 

Many of the censors who made those decisions were professors of 
theology at the Sorbonne. They were fairly flexible concerning Protes- 
tant works of a nonpolemical kind, such as books of prayers, which could 
be edifying, even though Protestants addressed God as tu instead of the 
vous favored by Catholics.* The censors also granted tacit permissions to 
nonreligious works by Protestant authors, despite some misgivings about 
remarks on sensitive subjects such as the nature of marriage.” But they 
tefused to tolerate any book that had the slightest whiff of Jansenism 
or that discussed explosive topics, like efficacious grace, which were 
raised by the Jansenist controversies.9 They even refused to approve 
anti-Jansenist manuscripts—in one case, a thoroughly orthodox work 
by the bishop of Sisteron—because, as one of them put it, it did no good 
“to heat up tempers.”' The censors encountered plenty of defenses of 
orthodoxy, yet they hesitated to permit them if they weren't convinc- 
ing enough. One censor rejected a pious attempt to refute deism on the 


grounds that it was too feeble: “To produce a weak defense of religion 
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is inadvertentiy to expose it.” Religious books did not merely have to 
be free of heresy; they had to conform to especially high standards of 
reasoning and style. Otherwise they undermined their own cause and 
could not be published.8 

The same line of reasoning applied to political works. The censors 
did not worry about attacks on the king, which would not be submitted to 
them for approval in the first place. Instead, they fretted over works that 
did not praise him effectively enough. A libretto to an opera could be 
published, according to one censor, but only if the author cut its prologue, 
which contained an inadeguate eulogy of Louis XV.“ “Politics” for the 
censors, as for many Frenchmen in the eighteenth century, did not refer 
to power struggles within the government, which could not be discussed 
openiy, but rather to foreign affairs. Jean-Pierre Tercier, the first secretary 
in the foreign office, made sure that manuscripts did not deviate from 
the current line in foreign policy.8 A disrespectful remark about Prussia 
could be tolerated during the Seven Years” War (1756—63), when Fred- 
erick Il fought against France, but not during the War of the Austrian 
Succession (1740—48), when he was an aliy.89 Similarly, some pto-Jacobite 
rematks in the first volumes of a history of Ireland seemed admissible to 
a censor at a time when France supported the claim to the British throne 
by the Young Pretender (Charles Edward Stuart, later known as Bon- 
nie Prince Charlie), but not when the later volumes were submitted for 
approval. By then, after the War of the Austrian Succession, France had 
abandoned the Jacobite cause and Irish history looked different. The case 
had to be decided by the foreign minister.9” The minister of war refused 
to permit the publication of any military treatises, even technical tracts 
on ballistics, during the Seven Years” War. During the crisis over his 
attempt to introduce a new and more eguitable “twentieth” tax in 1749, 
the controller general of finances tried to prevent the publication of all 
books about taxation.* The Parlement of Paris constantly opposed tax 
reform and contested the absolute authority of the king, particulariy in 
connection with the Jansenist guarrels. But the censors rarely dealt with 
parlementary polemics, probably because works on controversial issues 


would not have been suhmitted for their approval.* Anything that con- 
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cerned current events had to be cleared with higher authorities, but cen- 
sors rarely received topical works. 

Instead, they vetted large numbers of historical texts, which raised 
ideological guestions of a different kind. In such cases, they could be 
remarkabiy permissive, as in this report on a history of England written by 


a Ftench monk; 


One could say that it is a history of England intended for Englishmen 
from the maddest faction of the Whigs.... The tage for criticizing 
priests and monks is carried to such a point that one could imagine 
one is reading Voltaire. Our author often uses his tone and expres- 
sions. He also anmounces at the beginning that the English nation 
has the power to choose a king according to its fancy, and he does 
so in order to demonstrate that James LI was legitimately dethroned. 
... Although 1 have erased the most revolting passages, ... the text 
remains covered nonetheless with an English veneer, which makes it 
impossible to give the author a privilege for printing his book. Still, if 
Monsieur de Malesherbes wanted to grant him a tacit permission and 
if one presented it as a work printed in London, the readers would 
easily be taken in and would surely never guess that it had been writ- 


ten by a French Benedictine monk.” 


The final category that bore watching, according to Malesherbes and 
other commentators on the book trade, was literature that offended common 
standards of morality—the kind that is commonly called pornography today. 
That term did not exist in the eighteenth century, when erotic literature 
floutished without causing a great deal of concern——unless it took monks, 
nuns, and royal mistresses as its dramatis petsonae. Such books had enough 
shock value to sell well in the underground trade, but they were never sub- 
mitted for censotship. A few bawdy novels came to the censors' attention 
and were generaliy tolerated The only case of a grossly indecent work that 
I have encountered in the censors' reports was Mystöres de hymen, ou la 
bergöre de velowrs cramoisy (Mysteries of the hymen, or the winged chair of 


crimson velvet), which a censor dismissed as a disgusting aberration.” 
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After studying hundreds of reports and memorandums by censors, one 
seems to be staring into the face of an unsuspected problem: if the cen- 
sors did not concentrate primarily on sniffing out irreligion and sedition, 
where, aside from special cases like Jansenism and foreign affairs, did they 
smell danger? Not where we would expect to find it—that is, in the camp of 
the philosophes. Instead, they worried about the court. More precisely, they 
dreaded entanglement in the webs of protection and clientage through 
which power was transmitted under the Ancien R&gime. Although the 
literary market was booming by 1750 and a new kind of power was shifting 
to the marketplace, the royal censors still inhabited a world created by 
Renaissance princes, where a false step could bring disaster and sanctions 
remained in the hands of the great (les grands). 

Danger in this respect did not inhere in ideas but rather in persons— 
anyone with influence who might be offended by an itrevetent or inad- 
vertent remark. One censor struck out a reference in a history book to 
a misdeed by a member of the powerful Noailles family in the sixteenth 
century—not that it never happened, but “the house (of Noailles| might 
complain that it was tecalled””* Another turned down a perfectiy accu- 
rate gencalogical work on the grounds that it might contain omissions 
that could offend some great families.* A third censor refused to approve 
anı account of French telations with the Ottoman Porte, because it con- 
tained “details that concern families who command respect”, and he 
named names:; one nobleman who went mad while serving as ambassa- 
dor in Constantinople and another who failed to get the ambassadorship 
because of hostility to his bizarre mother-in-law at court.“ Everywhere 
censors trembled at the thought of failing to spot some veiled reference to 
somebody important. Special research had to be done in Lyon to clear a 
book of essays that might give offense to local notables.”” Malesherbes, who 
belonged to a great family himself, constantly cleared manuscripts with 
well-placed sources, who could pick up allusions that might escape censors 
located at humbler levels of society. Grandees expected this service. The 
duc d'Orl&ans, for example, thanked Malesherbes through an intermedi- 
ary for making sure that “nothing concerning his father should be printed 
before he (the cutrent dukel should be informed.”* 
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The genre that most struck terror in the soul of a censor was the 
roman â clef. Censors often did not know one when they saw one, because 
they lacked sufficient knowledge of le monde. The unworldiy abb& Guiroy, 
for example, asked Malesherbes to name another censor for a novel that 
did not merely satirize authors—that was admissible—but might aim at 
higher targets. “I fear allusions. They occur freguentiy, and I don't dare 
take on the responsibility for them. If 1 could figure them out, I migbt 
perhaps not worty; but | can't tell who is being referred to.”” The same 
danger haunted another clueless censor, who would not clear a manusctipt, 
although he found it superb in every other respect: “It may be an allegory 
disguised with delicacy and finesse under sacred names, which could be 
used for malicious applications (applications malignes) at court. For those 
reasons, | think it dangerous to permit its publication in this kingdom, 
even with a tacit permission.”9 Malesherbes sympathized with the pre- 
dicament of the men who worked under bim. They were not, after all, 
persons of much standing (“des gens assez considerables”) and could not 
be expected to pick up allusions that would be obvious to anyone from a 
more exalted sphere. Moreover, they were timid. They would rather reject 
a manuscript than expose themselves to displeasure if they accepted it.9! 
Rejections often exprtessed a fear of “applications,” a term that appears fre- 
guentiy in the papers of the censors and also of the police.“ It referred to 
coded references, usually insults and compromising information, in books, 
songs, epigrams, and bons mots. “Applications” passed unperceived among 
ordinary readers, but they could inflict serious damage among the great. 
They represented a form of power that reguired sutveillance in a society 
where teputation, name, and “face” (bella figura) expressed political clout 
and potential vulnerability, just as they had done in the Italian courts 


three hundred years eatlier. 


SCANDAL AND ENLIGHTENMENT 


If it is possible to pick up echoes from the Renaissance in the censors' 
papers, are there audible hints about the Revolution just around the cor- 


ner? Far from it: one advantage of studying censorship up close between 
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1750 and 1763 is the opportunity to escape ftom the view that everything 
during the last years of the Ancien Regime was leading to the explosion of 
1789. But teleology aside, it is important to acknowledge that there were 
plenty of disruptive forces at work in the world of books. One has to do 
with the Enlightenment. Although the philosophes sent their most auda- 
cious works to be published outside France, occasionally they attempted 
to publish books within the kingdom by submitting them to censorship, 
and on rare occasions the censors approved them. At that point, they 
could cause a scandal. Not only could the censor get in trouble, but, more 
important, the state apparatus could be threatened by outside powers 
determined to assert ideological control in their own name—that is, by 
exercising post-publication censorship. Books could cause offense in many 
guarters—the University of Paris (especially the faculty of theology at 
the Sorbonne), the parlements (sovereign law courts, which could inter 
vene in times of civic disorder), the General Assembly of the Clergy (it 
often condemned books in the meetings it held once every five years), 
and among other ecclesiastical powers, especially French bishops and the 
Vatican. Alİ these institutions exerted claims to exercise censorship, and 
the state resisted all of them, determined to maintain its monopoly over 
the power to control the printed word. 

That monopoly was relatively recent. During the Middle Ages, the 
crown had İeft the oversight of the book trade to the University of Paris, 
whose main concern was to maintain the accuracy of copies turned out by 
scriptoria, After the outbreak of the Reformation, the Sorbonne continued 
to vet texts, but it could not contain the flood of Protestant works. The 
crown attempted to solve the problem in 1535 by decreeing that anyone 
who printed anything would be hanged. That did not work, For the next 
150 years, the state built up its repressive apparatus while restricting that 
of the church. The ordonnance of Moulins (1566) teguired that books be 
furnished with a royal privilege before publication, and the Code Michaud 
(1629) established a mechanism for censoring by royal censors under the 
authority of the Chancellery. By the end of the seventeenth century, the 
state had consolidated its power over the publishing industry, and the uni- 
versity no İonger played much of a part in the process, but the bishops and 
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parlements continued to condemn books after their publication by issuing 
mandements and arröt&s (bishop's letters and parlementary decrees). To be 
sure, those declarations did not have much effect—unless they occurred 
during times of crisis.!9 

The greatest crisis took place in connection with the publication of De 
VEsprit by Claude-Adrien Helvetius in 175819 No book had ever attracted 
more censure from more would-be censors—an edict from the Parlement 
of Paris, a resolution from the General Assembly of the Clergy, a mande- 
ment from the archbishop of Paris, similar outbursts from other bishops, a 
rebuke from the Sorbonne, a brief from the pope, and preseription by the 
King's Council. De VEsprit certainly contained enough material —materi- 
alist metaphysics, utilitarian ethics, unorthodox politice—to wartant con- 
demnation by anyone committed to orthodox principles. But the scramble 
to condemn it expressed more than righteous indignation. Each attack on 
the book was an invasion of the state's authority and an attempt to appto- 
priate aspects of it. Scandalous works had appeared before, of course, but 
they circulated in the underground channels of the trade. De VEsprit sold 
openiy with a royal privilege and approbation. 

The censor was Jean-Pierre Tercier, a top official in the ministry of 
foreign affairs. Absorbed in the diplomatic maelstrom connected with the 
Seven Years? War, Tercier had no time for abstract philosophy and little 
ability to understand it. He normally handled works related to history 
and international relations. To compound his confusion, he was given the 
manuscript in separate batches and out of order, making it difficult to fol- 
low a consecutive argument. And he was urged to tush through it by Mme 
Helv&tius, a great beauty who turned her chatm on him at a dinner party 
and begged him to finish before she and her husband had to leave for their 
countıy estate, İn the end, Tercier gave the work a full-ledged approbation, 
which appeared in print alongside a royal privilege. An atheistic work with 
a royal stamp of approval! The scandal could be taken as something far 
more serious than bureaucratic bungling; it suggested that censorship was 
too important to be left to the royal censors and that outside authorities 
should have some control over what went on inside the Direction de la 


librairie, 
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The Parlement of Paris made the most serious effort to take advan- 
tage of the situation. İts attorney general demanded that Tercier retract his 
approbation, even though the jurisdiction over approbations belonged to 
Malesherbes, acting in the name of the chancellor and the king. Malesher- 
bes countered this threat by arranging for the. privilege of the book to 
be annulled by an edict of the King's Council. Helv&tius was forced to 
resign an office that he held at court, and Tercier, who had also run afoul 
of Mme de Pompadour, was dismissed from his position in the ministry 
of foreign affairs. But the Parlement struck back by forcing Helvetius to 
disavow his book in a series of humiliating episodes, and it went on to 
condemn a whole set of Enlightenment works along with De PEsprit La 
Religion naturelle, poğme (Natural religion, a poem), by Voltaire, Pens€es 
philosophigues (Philosophical thoughts), by Diderot, La Philosophie du bon sens 
(Good-sense philosophy), by J.-B. de Boyer, marguis d'Argens, Pyrrhonisme 
du sage (The wise man's pyrrhonism), by Louis de Beausobre, Lettres semi- 
philosophigues du chevalier de *** ay comte de *** (Semi-philosophical let 
ters from the chevalier de * * * to the comte de * * *), by J.-B. Pascal, Letire 
ay R.-P, Berthier sur le mat€rialisme (Letter on materialism by the Reverend 
Father Berthier), by G.-B. Coyer, and the first seven volumes of the Ency- 
clopödie. On February 10, 1759, all these books, except for the Eneyclopfdie, 
were İacerated and burned by the public hangman at the foot of the great 
staircase of the Parlement. A ceremonial auto-da-f€ on such a scale looked 
like a declaration of war against the Enlightenment. 

It could not have occurred at a worse moment. Wild talk about conspir 
acies and sedition had circulated in Paris and Versailles ever since the half 
mad and halfhearted attempt to assassinate Louis XV by RobertFrançois 
Damiens on January 5, 175799 Damiens probably was unhinged by the 
hysteria over Jansenism, which had boiled over in the midst of a dramatic 
conflict between the Parlement and the crown. Meanwhile, the economy 
was faltering under the pressure of the Seven Years War, which drained 
the treasury and forced the crown to inflict new taxes on its subjects. The 
war itself turned into a succession of disasters, culminating in the defeat 
of Rossbach, Frederick il's rout of the combined French and Austrian 


armies on November 5, 1757. Far from responding with sang froid to the 
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calamities, the government seemed to panic. On April 16, 1757, the King's 
Council issued a decree threatening to punish with death anyone who 
wrote, printed, or sold works that merely tended to stir up general feelings 
(“6mouvoir les esptits”).““ 

By this time, the stir created by the Eneyclopddie had given the ene- 
mies of the philosophes a particularly vulnerable target. Jesuits, Jansenists, 
and a swarm of polemicists had denounced the impieties and heterodoxies 
of its first two volumes so vehementiy that the King's Council had con- 
demned them in 1752, though without forbidding the publication of the 
subseguent volumes. In fact, the condemnation had little effect, except 
to increase sales, which skyrocketed to 4,000 subseriptions. That repre- 
sented a fortune: 1,120,000 livres at the original subseription price of 280 
livres (it eventually came to 980 livres, making the Encyclopedie one of 
the most expensive and probably the most profıtable book in the history 
of French publishing before the nineteenth century)? Malesherbes was 
especially sensitive to the economic aspects of the book industry. He 
favored the use of tacit permissions in order to prevent capital from seep- 
ing across Frances borders to foreign publishers. Thanks to his protection, 
the publication of the Eneyclopedie continued unabated through volume 
7, which appeared in November 1757. Eight months later the storm broke 
over De "Esprit. Helvetius had not contributed to the Encyclopedie, but in 
his indictment of Enlightenment literature the Parlement's attorney gen- 
eral linked the two books as evidence of a conspiracy to undermine the 
church and the throne. The Parlement pursued his line of attack, although 
it spared the Encycopedie from the book burning of February 10, 1759, 
by banning all sales of the Encyelopddie and appointing a commission to 
investigate it. Malesherbes successfully blocked this move but only by tak- 
ing charge of the book's suppression. On Match 8, an edict of the King's 
Council revoked the privilege of the Encyclopedie. Four months later a royal 


decree reguired its publishers to refund 72 livres to each of the subseribers, 


and Malesherbes ordered tbe police to raid Diderot's headguarters in order 


to confiscate all the papers of the gigantic enterprise. While defending 


its own authority, the state seemed to have opted for a rigorous variety of 


post-publication censorship.© 
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Before the police raid, however, Malesherbes warned Diderot to 
remove his papers to a safe place. Diderot replied that he did not know 
where he could stash so much material on such short notice. Malesherbes 
obliged by hiding a great deal of it in his own town house. To the outside 
world, the Encyelopddie had been destroyed, but Diderot continued to edit 
it secretİy for the next six years, working with the rump group of collab- 
otators who had not deserted; and the last ten volumes of text came out 
together in 1765 under the false imprint of Neuchâtel. By then, France 
had entered a period of peace, the Jansenist controversies had died down, 
the crown's guarrels with the parlements had subsided, at least briefly, and 
Enlightenment works continued to be published, although without a royal 
privilege."9 


THE BOOK POLICE 


By surviving the double scandal of De Esprit and the Eneyelopedie, the 
Enlightenment succeeded in teaching readers at the most dangerous 
moment of its existence under the Ancien Regime. But that episode, 
important as it was, can seem so dramatic that it eclipses the more per 
vasive, İong-term aspects of censorship. The events of 1757-59 should 
not be taken to typify the activities of censors or to make the history of 
censorship in eighteenth-century France look like a story of the struggle 
between the philosophes and their enemies. It would be more accutate to 
understand the work of Malesherbes and his men as part of what could 
be called literary reality—that is, the workaday world inhabited by writ 
ers, publishers, booksellers, and influential personages from the court and 
capital. That world, as described in Malesherbes's Mâömoires sur la librairie 
(1759), seemed to be pretty much under control. Yet like many top admin- 
istrators of the Ancien Regime, Malesherbes had only a vague notion of 
what was going on outside Paris and Versailles. He did not even know 
how many cities had inspectors of the book trade (besides Paris only two, 
Lyon and Rouen) and how many possessed guild offices capable of enforc- 


ing royal ordinances (€wenty-seven towns had guilds or corporative com- 


munities, whose members enjoyed the exclusive privilege to sell books, 
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but only fifteen of them had chambres syndicales charged with the respon- 
sibility of inspecting all shipments of books). Although he realized that a 
booming business in illegal books was taking place in the provinces, he 
had no idea of its extent. 

Malesherbes's successor, Antoine de Sartine, who was a far better 
administrator, tried to get a picture of the realities of the book trade by 
enlisting the intendants to survey all the booksellers in the kingdom. 
'The result, an extraordinary census that covered 167 towns and was com- 
pleted in 1764, revealed an enormous industry operating without much 
concern for the state's attempt to regulate it. That information fed into 
new regulations intended to create some order in 1777, but like most 
royal edicts, they had İimited effect. Provincial booksellers, both in great 
cities like Lyon, Rouen, and Marseille and in small towns—Avenches, 
Bourg-Saint-Andeol, Châteaudun en Dunois, Forges-les-Haux, Ganges, 
Joinville, Loudun, Montargis, Nögrepelisse, Tarbes, Valence—plied their 
trade outside the Parisian range of vision and largely outside the law."! 
About 3,000 dealers of all varieties sold books in the 17705, yet the gua- 
si-official Almanach de la librairie of 1781 lists only 1,004. Most of them 
lacked authorization. (To operate İegally a bookseller had be a member of 
a guild or at least to have obtained a certificate called a brevet de libraire.) 
'They drew a large proportion of their stock from foreign publishers, either 
directiy or through middlemen, and a great deal of it consisted of pirated 
and prohibited books. We do not have enough data to calculate the pro- 
portions, but whatever the statistical balance between the legal and the 
illegal sector, there was a large disparity between the literature that occu- 
pied the censors and the literature that actualiy circulated in the chan- 
nels of the book trade.!? 

The authorities were fully aware of this disparity, despite their impet- 
fect information, because they often confiscated illegal books in the Pari- 
sian customs and in the reguired inspections of shipments passing through 
the provincial chambres syndicales. When alerted by informants, they 
raided bookshops, impounded illegal material, and interrogated the deal- 
ers. Police inspectors with special tesponsibility for the book trade carried 
out the raids. The most active of them, Joseph d'H&mery, worked closely 
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with Malesherbes and Sartine and developed extraordinarily tich files 
about every aspect of the publishing industry. Should all this activity be 
considered a form of post-publication censorship?' 

To eighteenth-century Frenchmen, it would have been understood as 
police work. “Police” at that time was a capacious concept, which covered 
most aspects of municipal administration, including lighting, hygiene, and 
the provision of food supplies.!* The Parisian police enjoyed a reputation for 
perfecting the most modern and well-organized setvices. In fact, its admin- 
istration seemed so advanced that it served as a model for treatises on the 
police, which can be considered as contributions to the literature of Enlighe 
enment. Voltaire referred to “soci&t&s policees” as social orders that had 
reached the highest stage of civilization. Nothing could be more misleading 
than to associate the police of the Bourbon monarchy with the repressive 
fotces of totalitarian regimes. Enlightened or not, however, the literary police 
of eighteenth-centuty France confiscated many works of the philosophes, 
along with many more that never made it into literary history but were the 
primary Cargets of repression by the state. 

To do justice to all aspects of this kind of police work would reguire 
a full-length treatise. But its basic character can be understood from a 
few case studies, which show how inspectors of the book trade (inspec- 
teurs de la librairie) handled the task of policing literature. In the course of 
their rounds, they inspected the great publishing houses and bookstores 
of the Latin Ouarter, but more often the search for illegal books led them 
into gatrets, back rooms, secret printing shops, and clandestine entrepöts, 
where “bad books” (mawvais İivres), as the inspectors called them, were 
produced and distributed. Those books were so bad, in the eyes of the 
authorities, that there was no guestion of censoring them. They had to 
be captured and destroyed—or in some cases walled up in the Bastille, for 


they existed entirely outside the law, 


AN AUTHOR IN THE SERVANTS” ÖUARTERS 


The “inspection” of literature occasionally brought the police into contact 


with famous authors, but they spent most of their time trailing obscure 
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scribblers who ptoduced the worst of the “bad books.” One case illustrates 
authorship at its most obscure and the detective work used to toot out a 
publishing enterprise from a particularly dangerous site: Versailles itself.!5 

In August 1745, the police discovered that an especially objectionable 
book about the kings love life, thinly disguised as a fairy tale under the 
title Tanastös, was circulating under the cloak. They picked up a peddler, 
who told them that he had drawn his stock ftom a secret entrepöt in Ver- 
sailles kept by a bookseller named Dubuisson. Dubuisson was promptiy 
whisked off to the Bastille and interrogated. He had got the manuscript, 
he said, from a certain Mazelin, a valet of the subgoverness of the dauphin; 
Mazelin had got it from its author, Marie-Madeleine Bonafon, a chamber 
maid to the ptincesse de Montauban; and she had parted with it in return 
for 200 copies of the edition that Dubuisson had arranged to have printed 
in Rouen, in the shop of the widow Ferrand. 

One detachment of police went back to Versailles for Mazelin and 
Mile Bonafon; another set off for Ferrand's shop in Rouen; and meanwhile 
the inspectors continued to haul in peddlers ftom the streets in Paris. In 
the end, they filled the Bastille with twenty-one voluble prisoners, whose 
interrogations reveal a great deal about underground publishing. The most 
tevealing testimony came from the author, Mle Bonafon. On August 29, 
after spending two nights alone in a cell, she was led before Claude-Henri 
Feydeau de Marville, the lieutenant general of police. 

The lieutenant general was one of Frances top officials, roughly the 
eguivalent of the minister of the interior today. He did not petsonally 
interrogate prisoners in the Bastille, except in important affairs of state. 
In this case, he evidentiy smelled something suspicious, because chamber- 
maids did not write political novels; in fact, they did not write at all, Mar 
ville therefore prepared the interrogation catefully and conducted it like 
a catand-mouse game. He laid traps; Mlle Bonafon tried to avoid them; 
and the transcript of the interrogation tecorded all their moves, for it was 
written in the form of a dialogue: guestion-answer, guestion-answer, cach 
page initialed by Mile Bonafon as testimony to its accuracy.!“ 


Marville got through the preliminaries guickliy: Mlle Bonafon took 
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an oath to tell the truth and identifteJ herself as a native of Versailles, 
twenty-eight years old, employed for the last five years as chambetrmaid 
to the princesse de Montauban. Then he came immediately to the point: 
Had she written any books? 

Yes, she said: Tanastös, and the beginning of another one, Le Baron 
de xxx, and also a play, which had never been performed and was now in 
the keeping of the son of Minet of the Comedie française. (She later said 
that she had also completed the drafts of two other plays, Les Dons and Le 
Demi-Savant, and had composed a good deal of poetry.) 

“Asked what it was that gave her a taste for writing? Hadn't she con- 
sulted someone who was familiar with the composition of books in order to 
learn how to go about organizing the ones she intended to write” 

“Answered that she did not consult anyone; that since she reads a great 
deal, this had given her a desire to write; that she had imagined, moreover, 
that she could make a little money by writing; that no one had taught her 
the rules of the theater, but that she had learned them herself by reading 
plays; that she had in fact consulted Minet a few times for her play, Le Des- 
tin, but as to the other novel she had mentioned, she had worked on it all 
by herself; that she had never spoken about Tanastös to anyone except sieur 
Mazelin so that he could find someone who would take charge of getting 
it printed for her.” 

It was an extraordinary moment: a female servant telling the head of 
the police force, one of the most powerful men in the kingdom, that she 
had written a novel because she wanted to write a novel and that she had 
done it on her own, without help from anyone. The lieutenant general 
could not take it in. “Had she written the book out of her own imagina- 
tion?” he asked. “Hadn't someone supplied her with written material to 
work over? Who was it that had given (that material) to her?” “Replied that 
no memoirs had been given to her, that she had composed her book by 
hetself, that in fact she had fashioned it in her imagination.” Marville did 
not stop at these general disclaimers. He demanded precise information 
about the production and diffusion of the book. (Here I will paraphrase 


the interrogation, keeping close to the wording in the transcript.) 
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When had she written it? 
In December-January and in March 1745, 

W hat were the arrangements for its publication? 
Mazelin had delivered the manuscript to Dubuisson, who had 
promised to give her 200 copies in exchange for it. Dubuisson or 
someone in his employ must have provided the Latin epigraph, 
the preface, and the notes, which were not het work. 

W here was it printed? 
In Rouen, according to Mazelin. 

What had she done with her 200 copies? 
She had burned them. 

When! 
After she heard that the police had arrested Dubuisson. 


At this point, the guestioning entered into dangerous territory, because 
it began to cut into Bonafon's defense. Although she could not deny her 
authorship of Tanastös, she attempted to represent the book as an innocent 
romance vaguely inspired by the common gossip of the court. Meanwhile, 
Marvifle tried to lure her into admitting that she had known all along 
that it was a scandalous attack on the king, The fact that she had waited 
until the last minute to destroy her copies demonstrated her intention to 
profit from the scandal that she had knowingly exploited. So while Bon- 
afon withdrew behind her version of the affair, Marville circled round it, 


aiming guestions at its weak points. 


Didn't Mazelin warn her, when he first read the manuscript,-that it 
could lend itself to “mauvaises applications” or dangerous parallels 


with current affairs? 
Yes, but she had assured Mazelin that it was merely a story and 


that many such stories appeared every day without giving rise to 


“applications.” 
If Mazelin had warned her of the danger, why did she persist in get 


ting the book published? 
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She had been wrong, she admitted, but she did not see anything 

sinister in the “applications.” She went ahead with the publica- 

tion only because “, . . she was so hard pressed for money.” 
Wasn't there a key to the story? Wasn't one joined to the copies she 
had received? 

No: she had seen a key three weeks ago, a manuscript attached to 

some copies on sale in Dubuisson's stall in Versailles, but she had 

nothing to do with it. 


That remark exposed a weak flank in Mille Bonafon's defense, and 
Marville immediately attacked. 


So! Long before she had burned her copies, she knew all about the 
“applications”, yet she had persisted in her plans to sell the book. 
Indeed, she would have sold off her entire stock had Dubuisson not 
been arrested. She was guilty of manufacturing and diffusing “the 
most indecent work in the world”! Wasn't she herself the author of 
the key? Or was it Mazelin? The precautions they took to camouflage 
their operation proved that they knew how wicked it was, 
Not at ali, she replied. She had resorted to secrecy only because 
she did not want to be known as an author. It was her desperate 
need for money that had compelled her to publish the book; and 
she certainly had not written the key, nor did she believe that 
Mazelin had supplied it. 


Marville broke off the interrogation at this point. He had extracted 
enough information to prove Mile Bonafon's complicity in a criminal vari- 
ety of literature, but he suspected there was more to the story than she 
would admit; for what business did a servant, a female domestic servant, 
have to do with the writing of novels? To get to the story behind the story, 
he would have to interrogate the other prisoners in the Bastille; and he 
had guite a collection of them, 


Eventualiy the İieutenant general and his assistants worked their way 
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through all twenty-one cases, imprisoning some of the suspects, exil- 
ing others, and freeing the occasional peddler and printer's devil. They 
acguired a complete knowledge of the underground network linking 
Rouen, Versailles, and Paris, But their main concern remained the mys- 
tery of authorship—of the key as well as the novel—so they concentrated 
on Mlle Bonafon. They called her back for two more interrogations, con- 
tinuing to lay traps, which she continued to avoid. But they made more 
progress with her collaborators. When they extracted some compromising 
information from one suspect, they cross-examined another, holding the 
information back until they caught him in a lie. Then they hit him with 
his accomplice'$ testimony in an attempt to provoke a confession. They 
also tried to break through the prisoners' defenses by a technigue known 
as “confrontation.” They summoned Mlle Bonafon and Mazelin from their 
separate cells and then read the testimony of each to the other, trying to 
touch off mutual recriminations. When this got them nowherte, they sum- 
moned Dubuisson and did the same. His story about the key to the novel 
flatly contradicted theirs, but no one would back down; so the investiga- 
tion remained stalled for several days, until at last the interrogators got 
Maillard, the conciârge of the marguis de Prye, to break down. He admit- 
ted that he had operated a secret entrepöt in the marguis's town house in 
Paris. He had supplied the Parisian peddlers, and he had drawn his own 
stock from Versailles: forty-five copies came from Mazelin and twenty-five 
from Mlle Bonafon, who was to receive three livres tournois for every copy 
sold. (A livre, the most common unit of curreney, was roughly worth the 
eguivalent of a day's work by an unskilled laborer around 1750.) The pack- 
age sent by Bonafon included the key, written out in her hand. . 
Maillard's confession armed the İieutenant general with the informa- 
tion he needed in his third interrogation of Mille Bonafon. He kept it con- 
cealed at first, while he asked the usual guestions about the key and got the 


usual denials. Then he pounced. 


Did Mille Bonafon know a certain Maillard, conciğrge of the marguis 
de Prye? 
She had seen him once with Mme de Prye in Versailles, 
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Had she ever written to Maillard or transmitted copies of Tanastös to 
him? 

No. 
She was İying. He knew full well that she had sent twenty-five copies 
to Maillard and had been involved in a shipment of forty-five others, 
hoping to collect three livres from each sale, 


At this point, the last bulwark in Mile Bonafon's defense collapsed, 


and she had no recourse but to confess, keeping back as much information 
as she could. 


Yes, she admitted, it was true: she had tried to make some money 
from the copies that had remained at her disposal. She had 
confıded them to a servant of the prince de Constantin, who had 
taken them past the customs without difficulty in the prince's 
carriage. 

Had she sent a key in the package? 
Yes, she could not deny it. Maillard needed the key to sell the 
book; so she wrote it out in her own hand and gave it to Mazelin 
for Maillard—but with the proviso that it was for Maillard's 


information only and not to be distributed with the books. 


Marville then produced a piece of paper covered with handwriting. 
Was this the key? 


Yes, she confessed; it was the very copy that she had sent to 
Maillard, in her own hand. AlI she could say in defense of herself 
was that she never made any money from the book. 


Brushing this excuse aside, Marville delivered a lecture, 
“Brought it to her attention that since her detention she has devel- 


oped a system of admitting to some of the facts held against her and 
denying the others.” She was guilty of producing and distributing the 
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most disrespectful and dangerous kind of literature. She had tried to 
enrich herself by slandering the crown. And she could expect to stay 


in prison until it pleased the crown to accord her grace. 


In fact, Mile Bonafon remained in the Bastille for fourteen and a half 
months. Her health deteriorated so badiy that, according to a report from 
the Bastille's governor, she seemed likely to die unless she were transferred 
to a healthier site. She was therefore shut up in the convent of the Bernar- 
dines at Moulins, where she remained, without permission to receive either 
visitors or letters, for the next twelve years. 

Why select this case from the hundreds that fill the archives of the 
Bastille? 'To a modern reader (this is speculation, as I probably am the only 
one who has read the text for the last 250 years), Tanastös is likely to seem 
insipid. But to eighteenth-century readers armed with the key, it was sen- 
sational, because it was the first work to reveal the sex life of Louis XV 
and the court intrigues that accompanied it. True, gossip in Versailles had 
kept the court informed about the king's affairs, from his stumbling start 
with the three daughters of the marguis de Nesle (especially the much- 
hated duchesse de Châteauroux, who had accompanied Louis to the front 
at Metz during the War of the Austrian Succession) to the elevation of 
Mme de Pompadour as “maftresse en titre” but Tanastös exposed every- 
thing in print. With help from the key—Tanastös is Louis XV; Oromal, 
the cardinal de Fleury; Amariel, the bishop of Soissons, etc.—any reader 
could decode the play of power and sex at the heart of the French monar- 
chy. That was how the police read the book. In a report to the government 


about their investigation, they wrote, 


This book is an allegorical fairy story from which it is easy to 
make offensive applications to the king, the gucen, Mme de Châte- 
auroux, the duc de Richelieu, the cardinal de Fleury, and other gran- 
dees and ladies of the court. It gives an account of what happened 
during the king? illness at Metz in 1744; the renunciation of Mme de 
Châteauroux; her return to favor and her reestablishment; her illness, 


her death, and the new choice of Mme de Pompadour.!7 
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This was literary l&se-majeste, 

More remarkable, from the perspective of the state's attempt to con- 
trol the printed word, the entire operation was conducted from the ser- 
vants” guarters. The author, her go-between (Mazelin), the smuggler (a 
servant of the prince de Constantin), and the distributor (Maillard) all 
served the aristocracy in various capacities. Dubuisson was one of many 
book dealers who did business in Versailles, keeping forbidden works in 
secret storerooms and selling them under the counter or peddling them 
“under the cloak” (“sous le manteau,” in common parlance). The palace 
was honeycombed with outlets of the literary underground. And some of 
the undercover agents were women. The lieutenant general of police could 
hardiy believe that a chambermaid had written a seditious roman â clef, 
yet Mlle Bonafon had a whole oeuvre behind her—poems and plays as 
weli as her novel. Moreover, Tanastös was produced in a printing shop run 
by a woman, the widow Ferrand in Rouen. Like many widows in the book 
trade, she had taken over her husband's business after his death. The İiter- 
ary police turned up enough obscure and unexpected characters to suggest 
that literature, broadly conceived to include all phases in the production 
and diffusion of books, extended deeper into the society of the Ancien 
Rögime than ever imagined in the gteat-men, great-books version of liter- 
ary history. 


A DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: CAPILLARIES AND ARTERİES 


The “inspection” of books.often began at a final point in their diffusion 
and then worked its way upstream to warehouse keepers, wagon drivers, 
printers, publishers, and authors. In order to follow leads in repressing 
illegal literature, the police had to know their way around the capillary 
networks of the trade—the back tooms, peddlers” routes, and outdoor 
stalls, where the poorest population of the literary world tried to scrape 
together a living. Penury often led to criminality, because the greatest 


profits were to be made where the risks were greatest—in the illegal trade. 


The police often arrested marginal dealers who operated in the riskiest 


sector, struggling to make supply meet demand, and the archives of the 


ağ 
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Bastille abound in stories about these “poor devils” (“pauvres diables”) at 
the bottom of the book trade. 

The dossier of a Parisian bouguiniste (a smali-time bookseller who usu- 
ally operated from an outdoor stall) contains the richest run of informa- 
tion about this aspect of the distribution system. Louise Manichel, known 
in the trade as “la fille La Marche” ran a stall located in a passageway that 
connected the garden of the Palais-Royal with the rue de Richelicu in the 
heart of Paris. Long before Balzac celebrated it in Les Illusions perdues, 
the Palais-Royal had become a vital outlet for the publishing industry. It 
embodied another aspect of the privilege system peculiar to the Ancien 
Rögime. Because it belonged to the duc d'Orldans, a member of the royal 
family, it was a “lieu privilgie” (privileged place) outside the range of the 
police. The inspectors and their spies could examine the wares on sale 
in the stalİs scattered throughout its gardens, but they could not conduct 
raids and make arrests without obtaining prior authorization from the pal- 
ace governor, Who usually delayed things long enough for the culprits to 
escape. As a result, the Palais-Royal, whose grounds were open to everyone 
in Paris, provided shelter for all sorts of dubious activitie—prostitution, 
gambling, political gossip, and the sale of illegal books. La fille La Marche 
offered the choicest items to a public hungry for information about min- 
isterial intrigue, the royal sex life, and all forms of libertinism, the philo- 
sophical as weli as the erotic. 

She had no right to do so. In ptinciple, all peddlers and bouguinistes 
had to teceive permission from the police and to register with the Direc 
tion de la librairie, but the Palais-Royal covered her and several other tiny 
retailers with its mantle of privilege. They set up stands (€talages) under the 
arcades surrounding the garden and in all the connecting allies and pas- 
sageways. As occasions arose, they traded among themselves, undercut one 
another, and made alliances with their counterparts in other relatively safe 
locations such as the Louvre and the Palais de Justice. They usually drew 
their stock from marginal booksellers in Paris, who were supplied by clan- 


destine entrepöts and presses in the provinces or abroad. La Marche knew 


all the tricks of the trade. She had worked in it since she was a young giri, . 


and she inherited her boutigue ftom her mother, who had run it until she 
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died in 1771. Her father, known to the police as “a bad subject who sold very 
bad books,”15 ran a similar microbusiness at another site until his health 
gave out at the age of seventy-four, and her sister peddled “bad books” until 
the police shut her up in the prison of Fort 'Evegue sometime in the early 
1770s. Whether the members of this family read the books they sold seems 
unlikely. La Marche was not illiterate, but her letters from the Bastille were 
written in a primitive scrawl and spelled so badiy that one often has to read 
them aloud and listen to the sounds in order to puzzle out their meaning. 

In December 1774, the date of the first item in her dossier, La Marche 
was thirty-eight. She lived with a widow wbo worked for her as a ser 
vant in a sixth-floor flat at the back of a building over a tobacco shop in 
the rue Saint Honore—that is, in cheap İodgings, for economic distinc 
tions tended to be vertical in Parisian real estate: the higher the floor, the 
poorer the tenant. Pierre-Auguste Goupil, inspector of the book trade, 
began İaying a trap for her after he received a report from a spy who had 
bought an illegal work from her stand and described the milieu that fre- 
guented it: 


AİI the noblemen who seek out the latest publications, book lov- 
ers who have them delivered, or women who want them available 
on their dressing table have recourse to this woman. She always has 
something to pigue their curiosity: Lettre â un duc et pair (Letter to a 
duke and peer, Lettre du sieur de Sorhowet au sieur de Maupeou (Letter 
from Sire de Sorhouet to Sire de Maupeoul, Memoires authentigues 
de la vie de Mme. du Barry (Authentic memoirs of the life of Mme du 
Barry| Les soirdes du Roi de Prusse (The king of Prussia's evening, etc. 


She lacks nothing and sells everything,!? 


As the titles indicate, La Marche dealt heavily in political pamphlets and 
scandalous works, many of them aimed against the ministry of Chan- 
cellor Ren&-Nicolas-Charles-Augustin de Maupeou, who had provoked a 
tidal wave of protest literature from 1771 to 1774 by his reorganization 
of the judicial system in a way that enforced the arbitrary power of the 


crown. The government did everything possible to suppress these publica- 
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tions, even after the fall of the Maupeou ministry and the advent of Louis 
XVI in May 1774. One pamphlet that it particularly wanted to eradicate 
was Lettre de M. l'abbe Terray â M. Turgot, which linked the anti-Mau- 
peou protests to the new ministty of Anne-RobertJacgues Turgot. The 
lieutenant general of police, Jean-Charles-Pierre Lenoir, ordered Goupil 
to find the trail of this pamphlet, and Goupil complied by purchasing 
two copies of it, through a spy, from La Marche's boutigue. He then sent 


another report on her business: 


The demoiselle La Marche continues to sell the Lettre de M. Vabbe 
Terray â M. Turgot in the Palais-Royal. People flock to her boutigue as 
if they were going to a new play, and that creates a sensational effect. 
Moreover, this pamphlet touches off talk about the persons who are 
compromised in it; and although it is rather poorly written, the salt of 
the wickedness that is spread throughout it makes it sold and read. 


While tracking books, the police took note of their effect on the Pari- 
sian public. A clever pamphlet and a strategicaliy located boutigue could 
stir up undesirable currents of public opinion, and La Marche knew how to 
play on the sensibility of her customers. Goupil said that she tried to entice 


his undercover agent with the following sales talk: 


Lowering her voice, she asked him whether he knew Vie de Mme. 
du Barry. “Of course,” he replied. “Why?” “Because | still have sev- 
eral copies of 200 that | got from Flanders two weeks ago.” Then 
she added in a teasing tone, “Have you seen this new work? ls the 
Br&viaire des chanoines de Rowen (Breviary of the canons of Rouenl. 
It comes from the same place.” And right away she pulled out from 
under her stall the book that 1 enclose, for which she charged 2 livres 
8 sous, As you can see, Monsieur, it is a compilation of indecencies 


well suited for the corruption of morals.”! 


Goupil recommended that he be authorized to raid La Marche's apart. 
ment, where he believed she stored her forbidden books and where they 
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might find clues to her sources of supply. Lenoir's dispatched him to make 
such a “perguisition” and at ten o'clock in the evening of January 23, 1775, 
Goupil, accompanied by Pierre Ch&non, an official (commissaire) from the 
Châtelet court who often collaborated with the book police, entered La 
Marche's flat. They made a thorough search but turned up only three cop- 
ies of the Lettre de M. Terray, two copies of a pornographic tract, Le Volup- 
teux hors de combat (The voluptuary wiped out), and a primitive account 
book. The following night at eleven o'clock they returned with a lettre de 
cachet for her artest and carried her off to the Bastille. 

La Marche remained in a cell, cut off ftom all contact with the outside 
world until January 27, when Ch&non conducted the first of two inter 
rogations. He had cross-examined many peddlers and booksellers of her 
stripe, and he usually did not push his guestions very hard when he first 
confronted them so that he could confound them in later sessions with 
evidence produced by subseguent detective work. When asked for infor 
mation about her suppliers, La Marche replied vaguely about men who 
turned up at her stall with packages and reappeared a few days later to 
collect payment. She could not provide names or anything in the way of 
descriptions beyond “medium height” and “a somewhat downcast look.” 
She sold the same works as all the other bouguinistes in the Palais-Royal, 
she said, and she assumed that they were tolerated by the police; but she 
knew little about their contents, as she never read them, She had no idea 
that the Lettre de M. Terray was ptohibited. Her customers had asked her 
for it; and when an unknown man appeared with a dozen copies in his 
pocket, she bought them. He kept coming back and she kept selling them 
until she had disposed of about a hundred copies. Ch&non tried to trap her 
by pointing to entries in her account book, which referred to 500 copies 
of a “brochure” but she replied that “brochure” was a general term that 
she used when she summarized her sales at the end of the day. She could 
not remember what works were covered by that omnibus expression, and 
she never entered the titles of books in her accounts. Hadn't she also sold 
Vie de Madame la comtesse du Barry? Ch&non asked. Only two copies, she 
replied. She had purchased them from one of her customers, who hap- 


pened to have a few extra copies that he did not need. She did not know 
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his name or address and could describe him only as a gentleman, about 
fifty years old. 

Chenon broke off the interrogation at that point. He knew from 
experience that the defense of prisoners often crumbled, despite an initial 
attempt to deny everything, once they had spent enough time isolated 
and abandoned in a damp and dingy cell. La Marche sounded desperate 
in a letter that she wrote to Lenoir on the day after her interrogation. She 
was the sole source of income for her family, she said. Her father was ail- 
ing, her sister helpless, her servant ill, and her business, on which they all 
depended, about to be ruined. Her letter, which deserves to be transposed 
as well as translated, indicates her level of literacy as well as her state of 


mind: 


La supliente in plor votre juistise vous prit de Va regarde dun neuille 
de piti& je suis comme unemer de famille gui abesoins daitre ala taite 
de ses affair je un per de soisante e guinsans son et-tat nes pas sufısans 
pour le fair subsit€ et une seurs gui es dan la paine elle napoint dautre 
secour gue de moy, je... ne ces de verce des İarme de sens 

La suppliante implore votre justice let) vous prie de la regarder 
d'un ceil de piti&. Je suis comme une mere de famille gui a besoin 
dötre â la töte de ses affaires. Jai un pöre de soixante et guinze ans. 
Son &tat mest pas suffısant pour le faire subsister, et |j'ail une soeur gui 
est dans la peine. Elle n'a point d'autre secours gue moi. Je...ne cesse 
de verser des İarmes de sang.| 

(The suppliant implores your justice Jand| begs you to look upon 
her with an eye of pity. | am like a mother of a family who needs to 
be at the head of her affairs. | have a father, seventy-five years old. His 
occupation does not provide enough for him to subsist, and (1 have| 
a sister who is suffering. She has no resource, exceptforme.l...do 


not cease to weep tears of blood.Ji” 


Meanwhile, the police pursued other leads. With the help of spies and 
subordinates, Goupil discovered that the Lettre de M. Vabbe Terray & M. 
Turgot had been distributed by “la femme Meguignon,” a bouguiniste in 
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the Cour de mai of the Palais de Justice, who peddled it in private homes 
and sold small allotments of it to her colleagues in other locations, notabiy 
the Palais-Royal. She told one of Goupil's agents, who bought a few copies 
from her, that she had struck a secret deal with the printer who had pro- 
duced it. He agreed to let her be its sole distributer in Paris in return for a 
share of her profits. The secrecy was intended to protect her from her hus- 
band as well as the police, she explained, because if he İearned about the 
money she was making, he would demand a cut of his own.!* In his report 
to Lenoir, Goupil recommended that they use this information to locate 
the printer, who was apparentİy working on a second edition, which would 
include more fictitious letters designed to compromise the teputations of 
public personages. 

At the same time, the police found the trail of the other work that 
worried their superiors in Vetsailles: Vie de Madame la comtesse du Barry, 
suivie de ses corresbondances &pistolaires et de ses intrigues galantes et poli- 
tigues (Life of Mme the Countess du Barry, followed by her epistolary 
exchanges and her amorous and political intrigues). It was sold under the 
cloak by a father-and-son team: Desauges pöre and fıls, who peddled books 
from their apartment in the rue de Souarre and operated a small boutigue 
in the Place du Louvre under a gateway at the rue Fromanteau. Both were 
atrested and kept incommunicado in separate cells of the Bastille. Ünfor- 
tunately, the transcripts of their interrogations are missing (there is only 
a reference to a marathon session that Ch&non conducted with Desauges 
pöre until eight in the evening of February 2), but the archives contain 
many of the letters that they wrote and received. After working through 
all the evidence, Ch&non had enough information to destroy La Marche's 
defenses in her second intertogation. 

He began with a guestion about the Vie de Madame la comtesse du 
Barry. Was she determined to reaffırm her earlier assertion about how she 
had acguired it? Certainly, she replied. She had bought her copies from 
an unknown gentleman. Wasn't it rather from the peddler Desauges? he 
countered. At that point, La Marche realized that she could not sustain 
her story. Yes, she admitted, she had held back his name only because “his 
suffering would not have alleviated hers.” Desauges pre had supplied her 
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with a dozen copies for five livres each, and she had sold them for six livres 
apiece. And the Lettre de M. Vabbe Terray? She admitted that she had got 
it from Meguignon—("“sieur Meguignon,” so apparentiy the wife had failed 
in her attempt to hide her income from the husband). There was nothing 
more to extract from La Marche, and Ch&non sent het back to her celi. 

At this point the investigation shifted from the microscopic businesses 
in Paris to the larger world of the book trade. Among the dozens of let 
ters that the police confiscated during their raid in the Desauges apart 
ment, several indicated that Desauges pöre, who had been peddling books 
for thirty-three years, drew much of his stock from a dealer in Versailles 
named Ravinet and that Ravinet relayed shipments Desauges ordered from 
provincial wholesalers, particularly Jacgues Manoury in Caen, Abraham 
Lucas in Rouen, and a bookseller named Walle, who directed the business 
of the Veuve 'Ecorche in Bayeux. Goupil and Chenon set out for Nor 
mandy in mid-February 1725. 

The Parisian book police conducted raids in the provinces when they 
had accumulated evidence of large-scale violations of the law or when 
the government ordered them to repress hostile publications.” Such mis- 
sions reguired careful preparation: advance reconnoitering by spies, coop- 
eration from intendants and their subdeldguğs, assistance from the local 
police, and reinforcements, if necessary, from the mounted constabulary 
(mar&chauss€e), all of it cloaked in secrecy so that the suspects would be 
taken by surprise. On February 20, Goupil and Ch&non, accompanied by 
a local police officer, arrived in the bookstore of Abraham Lucas on the 
guai de Caen at the sign of Saint Luc in Rouen. They searched the shop 
and the living guarters above it but found nothing suspicious.“Then they 
summoned Lucas, warned him that they knew he dealt heavily in for 
bidden books, and demanded to know where he stored them. A tough, 
sixty-five-year-old veteran of the trade (he had done time in the Bastille 
in 1770), he refused to be intimidated. But while he was insisting on 
his innocence, they noticed a hole in the ceiling of the top floor. Lucas 
claimed that it led to the attic, which served as a bedroom for a servant. 
But they decided to see for themselves. After climbing up a ladder, they 


discovered a chest full of highiy illegal works such as the pornographic 
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Histoire dedom B... . , portier des Chartreux (The story ofdom B..., por 
ter of the Carthusians) and the atheistic Christianisme ddvoile (Christianity 
unveiled). They confiscated all of Lucas's accounts and correspondence, 
along with the forbidden books, then arrested him and sent him off to the 
Bastille under the guard of the police officer.” 

Three days later, they burst into the bookstore of Jacgues Manoury, “A 
İa Source des Sciences,” Place Saint-Sauveur in Caen. While a brigadier 
from the constabulatry stood guard, they searched the premises and turned 
up a İarge collection of political, pornographic, and irreligious works, 
including Vie de Madame la comtesse du Barry. They suspected Manoury 
of arranging for their publication, but he denied having any connection 
with a printing shop. Although only thirty-four, he, too, had many years 
of experience in the underground trade and had spent four months in 
the Bastille in 1771 for publishing antigovernment tracts. He begged to be 
spared the Bastille this time, because he and his wife were ill. In fact, she 
was in imminent danger of dying, as was attested by a local doctor whom 
they found administering to her at her bedside. Goupil and Ch&non there- 
fore agreed to suspend the order for Manoury's arrest; and after impound- 
ing his papets and shipping his books to Paris, they set off for their next 
stop, the bookstore tun by Walle in Bayeux.? 

'The report on that raid is missing from the archives, but Goupil and 
Chönon must have found plenty of incriminating evidence, because they 
sent Walle to the Bastille accompanied by an armed guard. A local notable 
tried to soften the blow by appealing for clemeney in a letter to Lenoir. 
He claimed that Walle was nothing more than a clerk (“garçon de bow 
tigue”), who had no knowledge of books and sold whatever the wholesal- 
ers (mainiy, in fact, Manouty) offeted him without knowing how to set 
prices. Yet he had to support the widow VEcorch&, who had inherited the 
store, and het six children, who would be reduced to indigence if he were 
not soon permitted to resume the business. Walle's correspondence with 
Desauges, which the police had captured while raiding Desauges's apart 
ment, made him look less innocent.59 But Goupil and Ch&non did not 
pause over his case, because they had to hurry back to Caen in order to 


interrogate Manoury. 
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They arrived on February 25 and conducted the interrogation at their 
inn, the Auberge du Palais Royal. The only surviving documentation of 
it isa list of the books they had seized in his shop.” Although it is badiy 
tor, it contains enough titles to demonstrate that Manoury did a large 
trade in every variety of illegal literature. Along with standard pornogra- 
phy (Histoire de dom B . . . , Theröse philosophe), they included much of the 


recent protest literature directed against the Maupeou ministry: 


14 İcopies) Thâröse philosophe (Th&röse the philosopher) 

65 Haguenettes ou ötrennes au seigneur de Maupeou (The Harpies, or 
New Year's gifts to Sire de Maupeou) 

3 Margot la ravaudeuse (Margot, seamstress of old clothes) 

2 Röflexions impartiales sur İ'Evangile (Impartial reflections on the 
Gospel) 

1 Trait€ des erreurs populaires (Treatise on common errors) 

2 Lettres philosophigues par M. de Voltaire (Philosophical letters by M. 

de Voltaire) 

7 Le Compöre Mathieu, ou les bigarrures de Vesprit humain (Brother 
Mathieu, ot the motley character of the human mind) 

4 Le Colporteur, histoire morale et critigwe (The peddler, a moral and crit- 
ical story) 

7 Grieri, histoire vöritable traduite du japonais (Grigri, a true story trans- 
lated from the Japanese) 

2 VAcadömie des dames, ou les entvetiens galants d'Aloysia (The ladies' 
academy, or Aloysia's bawdy talk) 

10 Histoire de dom B .. . , portier des Chartreux (The story ofdomB..., 
porter of the Carthusians) 

1 La Gazette de Cythöre, ou histoire secröte de Mme la comtesse du Barry 
(The gazette of Cythera, or the secret story of Mme the Countess du 
Barry) 

4 Vie de Madame la comtesse du Barry (Life of Madame the Countess du 
Barry) 

92 Oraison funöbre des conseils supörieurs (Funeral oration of the high 


courts İi.e., those established by Maupeoul) 
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42 Haute messe cöl&brde par Uabbe Perchel, conseiller-clerc du ci-devant soi- 
disant conseil supöriewr de Rouen (High mass celebrated by abbe Perchel, 
clerical councillor of the former, so-called high court of Rouen) 

118 Derniers soupirs du soi-disant parlemeni (The last breath of the so-called 


parlement) 


Goupil and Ch&non did not dispateh Manoury to prison, perhaps because 
of his illness and the desperate state of his wife. In the end, therefore, only 
Lucas and Walle joined La Marche and Desauges pöre and fils in the Bas- 
tille. But the haul of correspondence and account books provided plenty 
of evidence for the police to reconstruct a business network that extended 
from London to Geneva, 

It would be tedious to describe all the ties that held the network 
together and all the books that circulated in it. The best way to enjoy a 
view of the trade at the opposite extreme ftom the bouguinistes of Paris is 
to consult the papers seized in the shop of Manoury—seven thick bundles 
that Goupil deposited in the archives of the Bastille. 

Jacgues Manoury directed one of the largest book businesses in pro- 
vincial France. He belonged to a dynasty of booksellers established in 
Caen since the beginning of the century. His father tan a bookstore in 
the rue Notre Dame in the center of the city and dominated the trade 
throughout the surrounding area. As the oldest son and likely heir to the 
business, Jacgues learned the trade from his father. He was received as a 
master in the local guild at the unusually young age of eighteen. During 
his twenties, while continuing to work in his father's shop, he began to 
speculate on his own, mainily in the clandestine sector. He first appeared 
in the records of the police in 1770, when he made a business trip to Paris. 
They noted that he was staying in an upscale inn (Hötel du Saint-Esprit, 
rue de PHirondelle, a room on the second floor with a view of the court 
yard) and that he had sold two copies of the atheistic Systöme de la nature, 
which at that time was one of the most sought-after and dangerous works 
in print, to an undercover agent of inspector Joseph d'H&mery. D'H&mety 
did not arrest Manoury, but put him down in the files as “a young man, 


about thirty years old, tall, wearing a sword or hunting knife, hair dressed 
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in the bourse style, grayish frock coat.”52 Manoury was not to be confused 
with the flotsam and jetsam of the literary underground. He had the air 
of a gentleman. 

A year later, on a mission very similar to that of Goupil in 1775, 
d'Hâmery traided a series of bookstores and printing shops in Caen, 
Avranches, Saint-Malo, Alençon, and Le Mans. On May 4, 1771, with two 
local police officers and four members of the constabulary, he descended 
on the shop of Manoury's father. They inspected every inch of the prem- 
ises, which consisted of a large sales room, several adjoining rooms on the 
ground floor, living guarters upstairs, and, on the far side of a courtyard, 
two storerooms full of books. They found nothing suspect, but they knew 
from a report by one of their spies that young Manoury had been involved 
in the publication of Le Procös instruit extraordinairement contre M. de 
Caradenc (The extraordinary trial of M. de Caradeuc), a four-volume, anti- 
government tract related to the political crisis known as the Brittany affair. 
Louis-Ren& de Caradeuc de la Chalotais, the general attorney of the Par- 
lement de Rennes, had led the Parlement's resistance to various measures, 
mostiy fiscal, of the crown. His imprisonment by lettre de cachet in 1765 
touched off a flood of protests by “patriots” against what they construed as 
royal despotism, and d' H&mery's raids were intended to repress their publi- 
cations. Armed with a lettre de cachet for Manoury's arrest, they sent him, 
“very upset and trembling,” to spend the night cut off from all contacts in a 
local prison. (Manouty pöre was not implicated.) During his interrogation 
on the following day, he admitted only that he had sold 400 copies of the 
book. But four days later dH&mery raided the printing shop of Jean-Zacarie 
Malassis in Alençon, who confessed that he had run off 1,500 copies on 
commission for Manoury and a bookseller in Saint-Malo named Hovius. 
Manoury had picked them up, saying that he intended to ship them to an 
entrepöt outside Paris and then to market them in the capital. The con- 
fession of Malassis, confirmed by further investigation, led to Manoury's 
detention in the Bastille: four and a half months behind bars and, as he 
later explained, 20,000 livres in losses.!* 

Only a substantial merchant could withstand such a financial blow. By 
1775, Manoury had not only recovered but had established a business of his 
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own on the Place Saint-Sauveur in Caen, A handsomely printed circular 
described it as follows: 


A LA SOURCE DES SCIENCES 


J. Manoury, fils ain&, bookseller in Caen, offers a numerous collection 
of books in all genres, rare and singular, suitable for satisfying book lov- 
ers and for supplying great libraries with some of the works they lack. 
As he corresponds with the main booksellers in Paris, in France, 
and in all of Europe, he can always supply not only all the new books 


announced in journals but even rare works from the modern and the 


antiguarian trade,” 


While serving local customers from his shop in Caen, Manoury concen- 
trated on the wholesale trade. His correspondence shows that he sup- 
plied retailers in Lille, Rouen, Fougtres, Bayeux, Saint.Malo, Rennes, Le 
Mans, Alençon, Compiğgne, and other towns in northwestern France as 
well as Desauges pöre in Paris, He also published books, commissioning 
printers in Rouen, Saint.Malo, Nantes, and an “ile anglaise,” probably 
Jersey." With entire editions at his command, he could market books by 
the hundreds and exchange them, in order to vary his stock, for works 
produced by other wholesaler-publishers. He corresponded with the most 
important houses in Amsterdam, The Hague, Geneva, and Neuchâtel.!5“ 
Â contact in London offered to provide him with several hundred copies 
of the antigovetnment French tracts being printed there—at a reduced 
price with a shilling a copy to cover “insurance” in case they were confis- 
cated in France.7 And a book dealer in Lyon, Gabriel Regnault, held out 


the promise of egually dangerous and lucrative speculations: 


I cannot take your Trois imposteurs (Three imposters (an attack 
on Moses, Jesus, and Mohammed)|, as I am having an edition of it 
printed, nor theDomB... , because l have a half interest in an edi- 
tion that is nearly finished. As for the Pensdes thdologigues |T heolog- 


ical thoughts), Lam still overloaded with an old edition. Concerning 


azabi 


taaa 
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your |guery about| the Cyihöres li.e., Gazete of Cythera, or the secret 
story of Mme the Countess du Barryl, | don't know whether it refers 
to some that 1 procured by exchange from Rouen or to an edition 
1 am about to finish printing, of which 1 include a title page. If you 
don't have it, . . . you will be among the first served. ... Mawpeouana 
fi.e., an anthology of works against Maupeoul, 2 volumes in-octavo: | 
am doing an edition, along with La Fille de joe (The woman of plea- 
surel, illustrated, and others, which 1 will offer to you in due time. 
... Once we have established ties, we could certainly do joint pub- 
lications. . . . | consume a great guantity of these items, and | print 
only large pressruns, which, however, does not prevent me from doing 


second editions. . . . You can be sure of my discretion.* 


İn some cases, one can reconstruct cach stage in the diffusion pto- 
cess. For example, in May 1774 Regnault commissioned Jacgues-Benja- 
min T&ron, a marginal bookseller and printer in Geneva, to produce a 
three-volume edition of Jowrnal historigue de la vövolution op&rde dans la 
constitution de la monarchie françoise par M. de Maupeou (Historical jour- 
nal of the revolution in the constitution of the French monarchy pro- 


duced by M. de Maupeou), one of the most important antigovernment 


publications during the last years of Louis XV reign. Regnault (in Lyon) 


sent 100 copies of it to Manoury (in Caen) in January 1775, taking care 
to avoid mentioning it by name in a letter that announced the shipment 
and ended with a P.S: “Tear this up immediately.” (I have found a sur 
prising number of incriminating letters that end with “Burn this” and 
“Destroy this.”) Manoury informed Walle (in Bayeux) that he expected 
it to arrive in two crates during the first week of February. And on Feb- 
ruary 24, Walle offered to sell it to one of his clients, a nobleman who 
lived in a château near İsigny, Normandy, stressing “your taste for liter- 
ature and especially for patriotism.” 'The correspondence even indicates 
the increases in price, as the books passed from publisher to wholesaler, 
retailer, and reader. Regnault sold the Journal historigue to Manoury for 


six livres a copy; Regnault sold it to Walle for nine livres; and Walle sold 


it to his customer for fifteen İivres. 
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There was a great deal of money to be made in the illegal trade, but 
there were egually great risks—at every level, including that of the larg- 
est bookseller-publishers. After running up a debt of 3,000 ivres with 
Manoury—and, no doubt, far more with other supplier. —Regnault disap- 
peared. Clandestine entrepreneurs often went bankrupt. When their spec- 
ulations outran their resources, they suspended payments and tried to cut 
deals with their creditors, playing some off against the others—or simply 
took to the road, abandoning wives and children. Manoury himself went 
bankrupt at the end of 1778. By arrangements with his creditors, he rees- 
tablished his business and apparently continued to market illegal works, 
his “main line of business”? until 1789 or later. But he Ever regained 
his reputation among the bankers who paid off the booksellers' bills of 
exchange. One of them warned the Soci&t€ typographigue de Neuchâtel, 
a Swiss publisher who had supplied him with many shipments of illegal 
books, “This man is not at all solid. Beware of exposing yourself to him.” 

Manourys greatest problem was sgucezing money from retailers like 
Desauges, who always found an excuse to avoid paying their bills. In Jan- 
uary 1775, for example, Desauges sent several orders for the antigoverm- 
ment tract Ördison funöbre du conseil sup&rieur (Funeral oration of the high 
court). His customers, he said, “torment (him| like the devil to get it” 
He successfully smuggled a first batch into Paris from his secret entrepöt 
in Versailles, but the police captured a second shipment on the outskirts 
of the city. He asked that Manoury, in his capacity of supplier, share the 
cost of that loss and send more, along with 100 copies of Histoire de la vie de 
Mme la comtesse du Barry: “Send it as fast as possible. Otherwise, it won't be 
worth anything, because it crucial to sell this guickly and without attract- 
ing any notice. Add 12 Portier des Chartreux (Histoire de dom B.. . . , portier 
des Chartreux), 6 Nonnes &clairdes (The enlightened nuns, a new edition of 
Venus dans le cloitre, ou la religieuse en chemise| and 2 Verit&s des mystöres de 
la religion (Truths of the mysteries of religion|”*? Manoury never reccived 
any payment for these books. The police captured most of them, along 

with Desauges himself and the incriminating cache of letters that they 
impounded in Manoury's bookstore. 


Those letters and a great deal of supplementary evidence demonstrate 
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that the businessmen at the top of the illegal trade behaved as unscrupur 
lously as the small fey at the bottom. They merely used a different bag of 
dirty tricks. They marketed the same book under different titles. They ran 
up İarge debts and then refused to acguit bills of exchange, inventing pre- 
texts such as delays in shipments or excessive transport costs. They planted 
spies in rival shops and denounced competitors to the police. They bluffed, 
lied, cheated, and swindled—some worse than others, some not at all, Vol- 
taire's publisher in Geneva, Gabriel Cramer, and Rousseau's publisher in 
Amsterdam, Marc-Michel Rey, were men of taste and integrity. But they 
were exceptions. Publishing, at İcast in the illegal sector, was not a gentle- 
man's business. 

Nor was police work. Goupil had to freguent a great many dubious 
characters in order to carry out inspections. He captured so many of them 
and İearned so much about their activities that he and his superiors, espe- 
cially Lieutenant General Lenoir, acguired a thorough knowledge of the 
literary underworld. But so many books circulated outside the law that 
they could not confiscate all of them or arrest ali of the distributors. They 
captured only a few of the middlemen in the chain that connected the 
bouguinistes of the Palais-Royal with the entrepreneurs at the sources of 
supply. Those whom they sent to the Bastille remained there for only a 
few months and then resumed their business, beginning with la fille La 
Marche. 

Not that she had an easy time of it in her cell. During the long wait 
to regain her freedom, she sank deeper and deeper into desperation. After 


two months, she wrote, 


Çui son donc mes enmi je ne jamais fait de malle ny de paine a gui 
se s0it e il faut gue je soit a cabal€ sou le pois de la doulheure guelles 
donc mon sor je suis comme ci je ne extes plus je suis oubliğ de tout 
le monde 

(ui sont done mes ennemis? Je n'ai jamais fait de mal ni de peine 
â gul'gue ce s0it, et il faut gue je sois accablde sous le poids de la dou- 
leur. Çuel est donc mon sort? Je suis comme si je n'existais plus. Je suis 


oublide de tout le monde.l 
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(So who are my enemies? | never did any harm or caused any grief 
to anyone, and |yet| I must be crushed under the weight of suffering, 
What then is my lot? It is as if 1 no longer existed. 1 have been forgot- 


ten by everyone in the world.) “ 


She had had one glimmer of hope on the day of her arrest. Before being 
transported to the Bastille, she had taken Goupil aside and offered to spy 
for him if he would spare her. She knew all about the illegal activities of 
the other bouguinistes—notably Guyot, Morin, and Lesprit. She would 
inform him of everything they did and provide him with copies of the lat- 
est works so that he would know exactly what was circulating under all the 
counters of the Palais-Royal, She had performed this service for his pre- 
decessor as inspector of the book trade, Joseph d'He&mery. Goupil thought 
this was an excelleni suggestion and proposed it to Lenoir'** Although 
Lenoir turned it down, the idea probabiy did not die at that point. At the 
end of March, Lenoir tecommended to the duc de La Vrilliğre, the min- 
ister in charge of the Bastille, that La Marche be released: “1 believe that 
she has been sufficientiy punished by a detention of nearly two months 
and that there is no drawback to giving her her liberty.” According to 
a report by the major of the Bastille, she was set free on March 30, 1775: 
“İt is sieur Goupil, police inspector, who brought the order to us... . and 
who drove this prisoner home in his carriage. They made peace with one 
another.” 

Their reconciliation led to a surprising d&nouement. Thanks to infor 
mation from La Marche and all the other dealers whom he arrested and 
then cultivated, Goupil acguired such extensive knowledge of the under- 
ground book trade that he decided to join it. While pretending to confis- 
cate illegal works, he secretly commissioned their publication. He organized 
entire editions, impounded a few copies as evidence of his assiduousness in 
enforcing the law, and marketed the rest by means of peddlers—including, 
most likely, la fille La Marche. After several successful operations, one of 
the middlemen in his employ denounced him. Goupil wound up in prison 
himself and died in the dungeon of Vincennes in 1778. 


The police and theit prisoners make up a fascinating cast of charac- 


Kağar 
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ters, but the human comedy in which they participated has more than 
humanrinterest value. It shows how the state tried to control the printed 
word. To limit the study of censorship to the censors themselves is to tell 
but half the story. The other half concerns the repression executed by the 
police. If one treats police work as a form of censorship, does that stretch 
the concept too far? To eighteenth-century Frenchmen who proudiy put 
the title censeur royal after their name, censorship was restricted to the 
function of investing books with privileges. Yet many books, perhaps most 
of them (pirated as well as prohibited works), never circulated within the 
confines of the legal system. İf censorship concerns state sanctions applied 
to books, the book police were involved in the same kind of activity as the 
officials working in the Direction de la librairie. “Direction” and “inspec- 
tion” had distinct meanings in eighteenth-century France, but the his- 
tory of books should be broad enough to accommodate both of them. It 
should extend as far as the history of France itself, for one conclusion to 
be drawn from all the activities of all the people who dealt with books is 
that their world extended throughout French society, down to peddlers 
who could barely write and smugglers who could not read. Even authors, as 
Mile Bonafon illustrates, sometimes came from the lower layers of society, 
and women could be found everywhere within the world of books. The 
case of eigbteenth-century France therefore suggests two ways of under 
standing the history of censorship. One would construe it narrowly, by 
concentrating on the work of the censors; the other would include it ina 
broad view of literary history, taking literature as a cultural system embed- 
ded in a social order. For my part, | favor the latter and find it useful in 
studying censorship in other times and places—notabiy the British Raj in 
nineteenth-century India, where, in principle, the press was free but the 


state imposed severe sanctions whenever it felt threatened. 


PART TWO 


British India: 
Liberalisşm and 
Imperialism 


PART THREE 


m > e — 


Communist 
East Germany: 
Planning and 
Persecutlon ği 


inety Clara-Zetkin-Strasse, East Berlin, June 8, 1990-— 
seven months after the fall of the Berlin Wall, four months 
before the unification of the two Germanies. The entrance 
on the left, past a porter's office, up two flights of stairs, down a dim cor- 
ridor, and through an unmarked door: the sector for GDR fietion. I had 
arrived at the central nodal point for the control of literature in the Ger 
man Democratic Republic: the censorship office. I could hardiy believe it. 
After years of studying censorship in distant times and places, | was about 


to meet two real İive censors, and they were willing to talk. 


NATIVE İNFORMANTS 


The talk at first was delicate. Hans-Jürgen Wesener and Christina Horn 
had never met an American. Until a few weeks earlier, they had never set 
foot in West Berlin, just a hundred yards from their office, on the other 
side of the Wall. They were loyal members of the Hast German Commu- 
nist Party and veterans of the state machinery for making books conform 
to the Party line. They had agreed to discuss their work, because they had 
becn assured by a mutual friend, an East German publisher in Leipzig, 
that | was not on a witch hunt. I merely wanted to know how they did 
their job, As a fellow at.the Institute for Advanced Study in Berlin, I had 
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spent the year witnessing the collapse of the GDR and interviewing East 
Germans who participated in it. By June 1990, 1 had learned to be diplo- 
matic in asking guestions and skeptical in assessing answers; for everyone 
had been complicit with the regime in one way or another, and no one 
wanted to be taken for a Stalinist.! 

I took a seat in the drab, overheated room furnished in the GDR man- 
ner: İaminated tables, plastic chairs, linoleum flooring, garlands of artificial 
fruit hanging from the wall, a scattering of objects made from the indefin- 
able but unmistakable substances known to Fast Germans as “Plaste und 
Elaste.”? Herr Wesener poured the coffee. After some small talk, we began 
to circle around the guestion of censorship, a sensitive topic, because cen- 
sorship was not supposed to exist in the GDR. It was forbidden by the 
constitution, which guaranteed freedom of expression. Frau Horn said that 
they did not like the word. It sounded too negative. Their office was actu- 
ally called the “Head Administration for Publishing and the Book Trade” 
(Hauptverwaltung Verlage und Buchhandel, abbreviated henceforth as 
HV), and their principal concern, as they defined it, was to make literature 
happen—that is, to oversee the process by which ideas became books and 
books reached readers. In the early 1960s, Frau Horn and Herr Wesener 
had graduated from the Humboldt University with advanced degrees in 
German literature. They took jobs in the Ministry of Culture and soon 
afterward were assigned to the HV, where they tose through the tanks in 
the sectors of GDR and foreign literature. 

It took some time for me to get a clear picture of the bureaucracy's 
organization, because at first | saw only corridors and closed doors, all of 
them the same—plain brown with nothing but a number on the outside, 
Fast German fiction was number 215, forty doors down a mustard-yellow 
hallway that seemed to go on forever, twisting and winding around a cen- 
tral courtyard. In fact, the bureaucracy was ordered in hierarchical seg- 
ments: sectors, divisions, administrations, and ministries İocated under 
the Council of Ministries at the peak of the government. And the whole 
structure was subordinated to the Communist Party (formally the Socialist 
Unity Party of Getmany—Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands, or 
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SED—as it had resulted from the merger of the Communist and Social 
Democratic parties in 1946), which in accordance with the Soviet model 
was a separate organization with a hierarchy of its own: divisions led to sec 
tetariats of the Central Committee and ultimately to the Politburo under 
Erich Honecker, the supreme power in the GDR. 

How all this functioned would be explained to me shortly. When | 
first arrived, Frau Horn and Herr Wesener seemed eager to demonstrate 
that they were university people like myself, not faceless bureaucrats and 
cettainliy not Stalinists. The top people in the office sometimes came from 
outside the bureaucracy, they explained. A division chief might have been 
the director of a publishing house, the editor of a journal, or a leader of 
the Authors Union. Literature was an interlocking system that spanned 
many institutions, and the people in literary circles often intersected. They 
themselves had expected to make lateral transfers into journals or publish- 
ing firms, because all were controlled by the Communist Party, and they 
had always been loyal Party members. 

Of course, loyalty had its limits. Both Herr Wesener and Frau Horn 
had joined the massive demonstration of November 4, 1989, which had 
precipitated the collapse of the Politburo and the opening of the Wall. 
They identified with the reformers inside the Party and even with dissi- 
dent authors like Christoph Hein and Volker Braun, whose wotks they had 
helped to censor. They favored “socialism with a human face” the “third 
way” between the Soviet and the American systems. And they regreited 
the fall of the Wall. 

I realized that a great deal of selfijustification went into this self 
description. No one wanted to appear as an apparatchik during that brief 
period when East Germany was suspended between two regimes. With 
the dissolution of the Communist state, censorship had ceased to exist, 
but the censors continued to report for work, even though the work had 
disappeared. As functionaries without a function, they sat in their office, 
pondering thcir fate and waiting to be swept away by the bureaucracy of a 


reunited Germany. | could understand the awkwardness of their position 


and their need to explain it to a stranger who seemed to come from outer 


space. But why did they defend the Wall? 
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Herr Wesener surprised me with his answer: the Wall had helped to 
make the GDR a “Leseland,” a country of readers, he explained. It had 
kept out the corruption of consumer culture. Once breached, it could 
not withstand the schlock—the sex books, advertising blitzes, and sleazy 
romances—that was sure to flood the GDR. Schlock came from the West. 
It was the main product of the literary system on the other side of the 
Wall, for we, too, had censorship: it was exerted through the pressure of 
the market. 

Having already read various Marxist versions of that argument, 1 did 
not contest it, İnstead, | asked Herr Wesener to explain his understand- 
ing of his job. He agreed that he was a censor, although he did not like 
the term. What, then, was censorship as he had practiced it? He answered 
with a single word: “Planning” In a socialist system, he explained, literature 
was planned İike everything else, and to demonstrate the point, he reached 
into a drawer and handed me a remarkable document entitled “Subject Plan 
1990: Literature of the GDR” (“Themenplan 1990. Literatur der DDR”). 

It was a 78-page overview of all the fiction scheduled to be published 
in 1990, a İiterary year that never happened. As Herr Wesener let me keep 
the copy of the Plan, 1 later studied it in detail. To my surprise, 1 found it 
flat and businesslike in tone. It listed all the projected books alphabeticaliy, 
according to the last names of their authors. Each entry contained the title 
of the work, the publisher, proposed ptessrun, the gente or series in which 
it would appear, and a short description of its contents. 

After reading the descriptions, I wondered whether East German İit- 
erature might have contained more schlock than Herr Wesener admitted. 
The year's output of 202 works (in fiction and belles-lettres, not counting 
new editions of previously published books) was to include a great many 
love stories, detective tbrillers, historical romances, war novels, westerns, 
and science fiction. Of course, one cannot assess their literary gualities 
without reading them; and that is impossible, because most of them were 
scrapped, along with the censorship, as soon as the year began. But the 
one-paragraph blurbs accompanying each title in the Plan suggest some- 
thing like socialist kitsch. Thus Last der Nâhe (The burden of closeness), 
by Erika Paschke: 


elk ve ee liğin 
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Phemenplan 1990 


Literatur der DDR 


I. Neue Werke 


Irmgsarâ Abe EBulenspiegel Verlag 
Öben links, wo die Sehürge vwinkt 15 000 

Geschichten / cell.Fapp, 
In dlegem neuen Geschichtenbuch der Autorin begegnet der Leser 
alien Bekannten wieder wle Herrn und Frau Weise, Welter und allen 
jenen, deren Lebensglück durch Mi8&verstândnisşşe verhindert oder 
getbrdert wird. i 


Sonja A Buchverleag Der Morgen 


nders 
Zwisehen Himmel und Hölle (AT) 15 000 
Lebenabericht 


Sonja Anders, 32 Jahre alt, verhelratei, Mutter von zwei Kinder; 


wird mit schweren Entzugserscheinungeni in eline psyohlatrigche Klinik 


singeliefert, Dooh die diagnostizierte âlkohol- und Tablettenab— 
höngigkelt isi nur ein sipan İst Absdâruok einer Bezlehungsstö- 
rüng Zu şioh selbsi, zu ihrer Mutter, zu anderen Mendehen, Zum 


Leben. i 
Gunter An*trak i "Das Neue Berlin 
Zwei Mörder (AT) 100 000 


Krimi / DIE-Reihe 


Bin Mord İst geschehen. Die Fahndung der K hat sehnell Erfolg. Der 
Mörder gesteht, Da meldet sich ein altev Mann und behsuptet, er ge 
der Mörder. Oberleutnant Dirkgen und şelnem Team seheint 'eg unmög- 
lich, nur einem der belden die Tat zu bewelsen, Neben der Ermiti- 


lüngshandlung werden Hintergrinde für Pehiverhalten deutlich gemacht. 


Ingeborg Arlt Aufbau-Verla 
Um der İlebe willen . ç 15 000 * ii 


In dem sorgtföltig recherchlerten zwelten Buch der Autorin, dessgen 
Handlulig im Drelğigjöâhrigen Krieg spielt, ist die Historte nioht 


Zlerrat, sondern Fuündement, um des Yesentliche - wie Menşehen mit- 
einahder ümgehen - zu begrelfen, 


pamand Ave, | i Militü 
Relse zum Dalmatinisçhen Archipel 10 e 


.. Tagebuch-Erz, 


Bin Mann velşt an die Adrieküste, um das Grab seines Vaters zu guchen, 


Unvermutet wird er mit der Vergangenheit konfrontiert, h hi 
gen mit Menschen, die seinen Vater e e 
sis Partisan an der Selte Jugoslawischer Genossen gekömpft hat. 


The Plan for all East German literature that was to be published in 1990. 


gekannt haben, erföhrt, da& dieger 


While Ina Scheidt travels ftom countey to country pursuing her 
demanding career as a translator, her mother and her seventeen-year- 
old daughter, Marja, become increasingly upset at having to keep the 
household going by themselves. One day, Ina brings a man home 


with her, and complications among the three are laid bare. The man 
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recognizes İna's excessive concern with external values and turns 
away from her. İn this as in her other novellas, the author is con- 
cerned with ethical guestions about sharing life with others. She sets 
off notions of human worth and mutual respect against the lack of 


understanding for others, 


This sounds surprtisingly soap operatic, and certainly far removed from 
socialist realism or the stern stuff that one would expect from the “land of 
workers and peasants.” But Fast Germany was also known as a Nischenge- 
sellschaft, a society of niches in which people withdrew into private life and 
sheltered sectors of activity; so novels that moralized about personal rela- 
tionships may have seemed appropriate to the literary planners, especialiy 
if they warned readers against travel —that is, against exposure to the blan- 
dishments of the West. While the Plan was being prepared, thousands of 
Fast Germans were escaping to West Germany, and the entire GDR spent 
most of its evenings watching West German television. Perhaps, then, it 
was no coincidence that several of the projected novels set family dramas 
within the context of relations between the two German states. Wolfgang 
Kroebers Irgendwo in Ewropa (Somewhere in Eutope) was to conftont “a 
cutrent problem: why people leave their country?” Kurt Nowak's Tren- 
nungszeichen (Signs of separation) was to trace a family history on both 
sides of the German—German border, demonstrating the advantages of life 
in the East. And Spâte Post (The Late Mail) by Lothar Guenther, was to 
show how a young worker made a heroic choice between a draft notice 
and an invitation to join his father in the West, which arrived in the same 
mail delivery. 

Although it does not contain much strident propaganda, the Plan 
adheres relentlessly to political correctness, East German style. When lov- 
ers kiss and make up, they pay tribute to the deeper guality of personal 
relationships in a system free from the superficialities bred by consumerism. 
When Indians fight off invaders in the Dakotas or Amazonia, they strike 
blows against imperialism. Fighting itself remains resolutely antifascistic, 
even in science fiction. Die Bedrohung (The threat), by Arne Sjoeberg, was 


to recount the overthrow of a “Führer” who had seized power in the planet 


154 CENSORS AT WORK 


Palmyra by manufacturing a false alarm about an impending catastrophe. 
And detective stories served as vehicles for exposing the pathology of 
capitalist societies. Thus Das Flüstern eines Kleides (The whispering of a 
dress) by Wolfgang Kohrt, would explore the whole range of criminality 
in America in order to lay bare “the emptiness of relations between the 
sexes, the outrages of daily life, the desire for revenge, the lust for money, 
speculation on inheritances, and unfulfilled longings.” 

Al these stories had a further subtext, or rather another text alto- 
gether, a Themenplaneinschâtzune, ot ideological teport on the Plan, which 
went with the Plan to the Central Committee of the Communist Party 
for approval by the people at the top of the power system. This document 
was as temarkable as the Plan itself; so | was especially grateful when 
Herr Wesener reached into another drawet and gave me a copy, marked 
“confidential.” 

'The report had been approved by the Central Committee in mid-1988 
and covered the Plan for 1989, the last literary year of the Fast German 
old regime, In it, one can see the censors making their case for the coming 
crop of books to the bosses of the Communist Party, and one can hear 
the unmistakable accent of the state bureaucracy. Socialism is advanc- 
ing evetywhere; everything is pointing onward and upward; ptoduction is 
expanding; 625 titles were scheduled to be published, and the total output 
would come to 11,508,950 copies, representing a significant advance on the 
previous Plan (559 titles, totaling 10,444,000 copies). 


Nineteen eighty-nine was to be a year of celebration for forty glorious 


years of socialist rule in East Getmany. Therefore, the literature of 1989 
would be dedicated, above all, to the past and ptesent of the GDR as they 
had been defined by Comtade Erich Honecker: “Our party and our people 
stand in a revolutionary and humanistic tradition of centuries of struggle 
for social progress, liberty, and the rights and value of mankind.” Then, in 
language İoaded with similar pieties of GDR-speak, the report surveyed the 
main themes of the Plan. For example, it stressed that the year's output of 
historical novels would express “energetic antifascism,” while novels set in 


the present would conform to the principle of socialist realism and would 
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The ideological report on the Plan for 1989, which the censors in the HV produced 


to exblain the Plan's main tendeney for the approval of the Culture Division of the 
Party's Central Committee, 
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promote the “historical mission of the working class in the struggle for 
social progress.” The authors of the Plan confessed that they had failed 
to produce an adeguate supply of stories about factory workers and trac- 
tor drivers, but they would compensate for this shottcoming by publish- 
ing anthologies of older proletarian literature. The report did not mention 
the slightest indication of dissension. On the contrary, it indicated that 
authors, publishers, and officials all had their shoulder to the wheel, push- 
ing literature to new heights at the very moment when the whole system 
was to come crashing down. 

It seems strange to read this testimony about ideological purity and 
institutional health from the inner workings of a regime that was about to 
collapse. Was all this paperwork merely an apparatchik fantasy, something 
that filled the “in” and “out” boxes of the bureaucracy but had little to do 
with the actual experience of literature among ordinary East Germans? 

Hert Wesener and Frau Horn assured me that the Plan really did 
determine the production and consumption of books in the GDR. Then 
they described every stage in the system, a long, complicated process, 
which involved constant negotiations and culminated in the decisions 
made in their office—with the approval of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party. To what extent was their account selfserving? | 
could not judge, because at that time 1 had not yet had access to other 
sources. | therefore did my best to listen, making allowances for the per- 
spective from which they saw the system—that is, the view from the top, 
at the HV. 

General policy conformed to a Party line set by the guinguennial con- 
gresses of the SED and Erich Honecker, general secretary of the Party, who 
worked closely with Kurt Hager, the member of the Politburo responsible 
for ideology. It passed from the Party leaders down the line of command 
within the government. Honecker and Hager sometimes intervened per 
sonaliy in literary affairs, but most directives came from “Kultur,” as the 

censors called it—the Cultural Division of the Central Committee of the 
Party—and arrived in the HV, where the censors were located, through 
the Ministry of Culture. The HV consisted of four divisions. One admin- 


istered the economic aspects of literature: the allotment of paper, printing 
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facilities, subsidies, and pricing. Another concetned the general supetvi- 
sion of publishers and booksellers. Censorship, strictly speaking (as we shall 
see, it took many forms besides blue-penciling texts), occurred in the other 
two divisions, one for nonfiction and one for fiction. The fiction division 
was split into five sectors, one of which handled.current East German lit 
erature. Frau Horn ran it, working with five other specialists (Mitarbeiter). 
Herr Wesener directed a similar team in the sector of foreign literature. 

Books originated in different ways. Some may well have begun as a 
moment of inspiration by an author, but most were atranged by negotiations 
between authors and publishers. The GDR had seventy-eight publishing 
houses in the 19805.) In principle, they were independent, self-supporting 
organizations. İn practice, they edited their texts and built their lists in 
conformity with the Party line, making the most of Spielraum—room fot 
maneuver within a flexible system of human relations, which offset the 
constraints imposed by the institutional structure. The directors and the 
chief readers of the publishing houses were appointed by the Party and 
often figured among the nomenklatura, or Party elite. But authors usualiy 
developed attachments to particular houses and friendships with certain 
editors. When an author or his editor came up with an idea for a book, 
they would work it over together, and send it as a proposal from the pub- 
lisher to the HV at Clara-Zetkin-Strasse, whete an employee would reduce 
it toa notice on an index card. 

Herr Wesener had thousands of the cards in his files. He pulled one 
out, a printed form on cheap, gray paper with twenty-one printed rubrics: 
publisher, author, title, proposed pressrun, and so on. One of his underlings 
had filled in the information and, on the back, had written a short para- 
graph about the general nature of the book—a translation of a volume of 
İyrics by the Czech poet Lubomir Feldek, which was proposed for publica- 
tion in 1990: 


Thanks to his ironic and laconic verses, the author has made a name 
for himself beyond the limits of the Czech language. He is a sensitive 
observer of social processes, which he is able to evaluate from a com- 


mitted point of view. This would be his first appearance in the GDR. 
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Once it had accumulated a year's worth of dossiers and index cards, the 
office began to prepare a Plan. The head of each sector in the HV would 
bring together representatives of the Authors Union (Schriftstellerver 
bandi), publishing houses, bookstores, libraries, universities, and the Min 
istty of Culture in a committee known in the fiction sector as a Literary 
Working Group, or LAG (Literaturarbeitsgemeinschaft). The LAG would 
approve every book proposal, somewhat as an editorial board does for 
publishing houses in the West, except that it spoke for all segments of 
the literary industry and had a sharp eye for ideological issues. Back in 
their office, Frau Horn and Herr Wesener would incorporate the LAG 
decisions and its general observations into drafts for the Plan. The Plan 
itself was an important, secret document (1 was later surprised to learn 
that none of my East German friends had ever known anything about it), 
which reguired formal approval by the Party before any of the books could 
be published. It had to be prepared with care, by means of consultation 
and mutual criticism among the specialists in all the sectors of the HV. 
In the end, it was the responsibility of the head of the HV, Klaus Höpeke, 
who held the title of deputy minister of culture. Höpcke had to defend 
the Plan before the apparatchiks in Kultur and any potentate of the Party, 
from Honecker on down, who might be offended by a book. 

Kultur, as Herr Wesener and Frau Horn described it, consisted of 
ffteen hard-bitten ideologues directed by a dragon lady named Ursula 
Ragwitz. Once a year, Höpcke would take the Plan from each of his five 
sectors, march over to Kultur, and do battle with Frau Ragwitz. The cen- 
sors could not tell me how much blood was shed in these encounters. All 
they knew was that Höpcke would return with decisions, always oral and 
never with any accompanying explanation: Stefan Heym is out next year; 
Volker Braun is in, but only with an edition of 10,000 copies, Christa Wolf 
stays, but merely with a reprint of a work that appeared with the approval 
of the GDR in West Germany last year. 

Herr Wesener and Frau Horn then had to relay the decisions back 
to the publishers. “This was the hardest part,* Herr Wesener explained, 
“because we could never give any reasons, when there was trouble with 
a book. All we could say was, “Das ist s0* “That is what they decided.” 
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There were ways of getting around “them,” however. When the philistines 
in Kultur rejected an edition of Doctor Zhivago, the staff at Clara-Zetkin- 
Strasse came back with a report that a complete edition of Pasternak's 
works was about to be published in West Germany. In order to protect 
the GDR market from clandestine imports, they persuaded Frau Ragwitz's 
group to permit Zhivago right away. They always left about forty places in 
the Plan for GDR fiction free, so that they could sguceze in late proposals 
and reserve some Spielraum. If they knew a book would be “hot” (“hot” 
was a catchword used in the office for controversial works as opposed to 
those considered to be “guiet”), they left it out of the Plan and slipped it 
in afterward. Of course, they always had to get clearance from someone 
in Kultur. But that came more easily on an ad hoc basis than in a formal 
meeting when the members of Frau Ragwitz's group would try to outdo one 
another in demonstrating their militancy by turning down books. Also, 
had | noticed that the Plan contained more entries for reprints (315) than 
for new titles (202)? That was where they put the “hottest” items—books 
by East German authors that had appeared in West Germany (usually with 
the complicity of the authors, despite the attempts of the GDR to prevent 
all such private arrangements), caused some fuss (but not for the censor 
ship office), and could be published (as inconspicuously as possible and 
usually in small press runs) in the GDR once things had guieted down. 
At this point in the conversation, the censors began to sound as 
though they had spent most of their time fighting censorship, which 
they attributed primarily to their opponents in Kultur. They had learned 
to identify some of the guirks of Frau Ragwitz and her colleagues, they 
explained. Therefore, they phrased the Plan in a way that would flatter the 
preferences of certain individuals while avoiding their “allergies,” such as 
any mention of Stalin or pollution. They usually hid difficult books in a 
mass of unproblematic ones and disguised the difficulties by neutral word- 
ing. Although the ideologues in Kultur were wise to such tricks, they could 
not easily spot unorthodoxies in a document containing hundreds of plot 
synopses and thematic overviews, 
When a particularly difficult proposal came to her office, Frau Horn 
would draft its entry for'the Plan herself, after consulting several veteran 
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co-workers. They would begin with a guestion, she said: “How much heat 
can we permit in the Plan?” If a book looked too hot for the current cli- 
mate of opinion, they would postpone it for a year or two. “Let some grass 
grow first,” they would say to one another. But after putting their heads 
together, they usually came up with a formula that seemed likely to get past 
Frau Ragwitz, who in the long run desired nothing more than “guiet” her 
self, Newcomers could not be entrusted with the delicate task of gauging 
temperatures. İt normally took them two years to learn the topes, for cen- 
sorship was difficult and demanding, It reguired skill, tact, and an under 
standing of the inner ways of the bureaucracy in both systems—the Party 
apparatus and the government machinery. 

I was not guite ready to see censors as heroes in a culture war, so | asked 
whether Herr Wesener and Frau Horn ever got involved in the actual vet- 
ting of texts, Not much, they assured me. Most censorship took place in 
the heads of writers, and what the writers failed to cut usually got filtered 
out by editors in publishing houses. By the time the texts reached the 
censors in Clara-Zetkin-Strasse, there was little left for them to eliminate. 
On average, they said, they rejected only a half dozen of the two hundred 
or so manuscripts in East German fiction that they examined each year. 
Formally, they never censored anything at all. They merely tefused to give 
books an official authorization to be printed (Druckgenehmigung). Herr 
Wesener handed me a printing authorization, a small printed form with 
his signature at the bottom. It looked unimpressive, until he explained 
that it alone could unlock the machinery of the publishing industry. For 
no printer could accept a work that was not accompanied by a printing 
authorization, and virtualiy all the printing houses were owned by the 
Communist Party. 

OF course, a great deal took place before a manuscript reached that 
point. Önce the project for a book had been incorporated in the Plan 
and the Plan had been approved by the Culture Division of the Party's 
Central Committee, Frau Horn said that she would notify the publisher, 
who informed the author, who completed the text—unless it had already 
been written and only needed some ideological tweaking, The publisher 


then sent the text to another writer or İiterary scholar for a critical review 
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and wrote a report of his own. In response to the review, the author might 
have to make some important changes, which could lead to another round 
of reports. That done, the reports went off to the HV along with the final 
draft of the book. Frau Horn went over this material carefully and kept it 
all on file, because if a difficulty arose, a well-placed Party member might 
demand to see the surrounding documentation, and there could be trouble 
for everyone who had been involved in the process. She then began to 
exercise censorship in the strict sense of the word—a line-by-line vetting 
of the finished work. 

How, I asked, did she go over a novel ot a collection of essays? Did she 
tick off items from a standard guestionnaire or work from an established 
protocol? No, she answered, but she kept her eye out for certain “sensi- 
tive points” for example, unacceptable terms such as “ecology” (a taboo 
noun; it was associated with the massive, state-produced pollution in the 
GDR) and “critical” (a taboo adjective; it evoked dissidents, who were to 
be buried in silence). References to Stalinism were so inimical that Frau 
Horn would change “opponent of Stalinism” to “contradictor of his time”, 
and she even replaced “the 19305” with a safer, vaguer expression: “the first 
half of the twentieth century.” She paid special attention to subjects such 
as defense, protest movements, church dissidents, and anything related to 
the Soviet Union. She never allowed statistics about environmental con- 
ditions or provocative references to the Berlin Wall. But she no longer 
worried about topics like crime and alcoholism, which used to be delicate 
and had to be consigned to books about countries like the United States. 
A decade carlier, everything concerning the United States was sensitive, 
They had great difficulty in getting a translation of The Catcher in the 
Rye past Kurt Hager, because he considered Holden Caulfield “a bad role 
model for our GDR youth.” But after Gorbachev's advent in 1985, the 
Soviet Union became the most problematic subject in their office, and the 
censors had to be especially wary of anything identified with “SU Lit,” as 
Soviet writing was known in their in-house jargon. 

Having cleared this last hurdle, a book received a printing authori- 
zation and at last was ready to go into production. Even then, however, 


things could go wrong, My acguaintances among East German editors had 
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a whole repertory of stories about changes made by overzealous proofread- 
ers and mischievous compositors. The best.known was a supposed typo- 
graphical error in an anatomy textbook, which proofreaders mysteriously 
managed not to catch in edition after edition for many years. İt concerned 
a muscle in the buttocks called the “Glutâus maximus” which was printed 
as the “Glutâus marxismus.” Another appeared in a nature poem that had 


a line about a group of young birds: 


Their heads nest-ward türned 
(Die Köpfe nestwârts gewandi) 


By mistake or design, the compositor changed “nestward” to “west- 
ward,” and the proofreader, smelling heresy, covered himself by making 
it “eastward.” 

Censorship, as the censors described it, seemed to have endless possi- 
bilities for things to go wrong. How did they handle risk? 16, as they claimed, 
they permitted relatively “hot” books, couldn't they get burned? Herr 
Wesener explained that their procedures had built-in safeguards. When 
challenged, they could justify their decisions by the teports they received 
from the publishers; they diluted responsibility by spreading it out among 
their colleagues; and they were always covered by their boss, Klaus Höp- 
cke. They also covered him. Because his office served as a funnel for all the 
books produced each year in the GDR, it was vulnerable to pressure and 
sanctions. İf the Central Committee was unhappy with what went on in 
the office, it did not need to punish him personaliy, although he was always 
vulnerable to punishment in the form of a Party reprimand (Verweis), 
which could damage his career. The Party could cut the resources that it 
made available to him, above all in allotments of paper. Paper was scarce 
in East Germany, and Höpcke had to find enough of it to supply the entire 
book trade, despite the competing claims of newspapers, magazines, and 
other industries. Because they sympathized with Höpcke's endless struggle 
for paper, the censors tried to help by keeping things guiet and by diverting 
the noise away from him. On a few occasions, they even approved diffi- 


cult texts without informing him, so that he could plead ignorance if he 
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were summoned before the Central Committee. Herr Wesener signed the 
authorization to print Christoph Hein's outspoken novel, Der Tangospieler 
(The tango player) and kept the decision to himself, in order to provide his 
boss with what was known in Watergate Washington as deniability, 

Höpcke seems to have been a hero to his inferiors. They described 
him as a hard-boiled, hard-line journalist who took over the HV in 1973 
with the worst possible ideas about imposing order on intellectual life, 
But the more time he spent battling the Party bureaucracy, the more 
sympathy he developed for independent-minded authors. By the 19805, 
he had become an expert at slipping unorthodox books past the Cen- 
tral Committee. Two of them nearly cost him his job. Günter de Bruyn's 
novel Neve Herrlichkeit (New splendidness) caused so much offense at 
the top of the Party that it had to be withdrawn from bookstores and 
pulped—only to be reprinted with Höpcke's blessing once things had 
guieted down. Hinze-Kunze-Roman, by Volker Braun, produced an even 
greater scandal, because it dealt with the relationship between an unsa- 
vory member of the Party elite and his chauffeur, After its publication 
was authorized, Höpcke tried to smooth its way by phoning his friends in 
the press and warning them to softepedal its attack on appatatchik privi- 
leges. He even wrote a review of it himself. But it was denounced within 
the Central Committee as an “intellectual bomb.” Höpcke was called on 
the carpet and given a formal censure. He managed nonetheless to hold 
on to his position by taking the blame and bending with the wind. And 
a few years later, at a meeting of the East German PEN organization in 
March 1989, he supported a resolution condemning the arrest of Vâclav 
Havel in Czechoslovakia. 

When 1 left the office at Clara-Zetkin-Strasse, I had no illusions 
about the bias inherent in what I had heard. Far from sounding apolo- 
getic about their work, Frau Horn and Herr Wesener had deseribed it in 
entirely favorable terms. Censorship as they understood it was positive. 
İn some ways, it was downright heroic—a struggle against heavy odds 
to maintain a high level of culture while building socialism. Although 
I could not read the inner workings of their minds, | did not detect any 


hypocrisy in their selfdepiction. They struck me as true believers. How 
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well their faith corresponded to evidence about the actual functioning of 
the system was another guestion, one that 1 could not tesolve—unless | 


had access to the archives. 


İNSIDE THE ARCHİVES 


Fragıments of the archives began to appear soon after the two Germanies 
were formally united on October 3, 1990. In May 1991, an exhibition 
called “Censorship in tbe GDR” opened in West Berlin. Although it 
included only a small selection of papers from the HV, it showed that the 
activities at Clara-Zetkin-Strasse involved a great deal more than fighting 
philistinism in the Communist Party. Höpcke's name appeared on many 
memos that documented the suppression of books and the petsecution of 
East Germany's best-known authors —Christa Wolf, Stefan Heym, Erwin 
Strittmatter, Erich Loest, Franz Fühmann, Gert Neumann, and Richard 
Pietrass. His general attitude toward literature shows through a letter that 
he wrote to the director of the Hinstorff publishing house in 1978 oppos- 
ing a proposal to do an edition of Kierkegaard: “If Kierkegaard belongs 
to Jour İiterary| heritage, then so do Nietzsche, Schopenhauer, Klages, 
Freud. ... Besides, in deciding what can be published ftom late-bourgeois 
philosophy, we want first of all to take into account the situation in the 
ideological class war. We have had enough of individualistic attitudes to 
life and İifestyles.* The exhibition also contained some disturbing docu- 
ments related to the censors I had interviewed. For example, they revealed 
that Christine Horn had led an attack on Gerhard Dahne, an author and 
fellow censor, who directed the division of belles-lettres in the HV. He 
had alienated his colleagues by a series of indiscretions. In 1967, he wrote 
an essay on the West German novelist Heinrich Böll, which the other 
censors considered so ideologically unacceptable that they suppressed it. 
In 1975, he published a book that included a passage indicating that cen- 
sorship existed in the GDR. That was too much for the censors, who 
censured him by a resolution passed in their Party cell and signed by Frau 
Horn. And in 1978, he wrote a short story that Höpcke found objection- 
able. When Höpcke advised him not to publish it, Dahne refused. A year 
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later he was fired. According to a letter by Hans-Joachim Hoffmann, the 
minister of culture, which was countersigned by Höpcke and addressed to 
Ursula Ragwitz in Kultur, the dismissal of Dahne tepresented an attempt 
to tighten “the political direction of the development of literature.” Frau 
Ragwitz echoed that sentiment in her reply: Dahne would be replaced by 
a Party member who would “guarantee an effective political direction to 
the development of literature.” 

To develop a clearer view of how the system functioned, | needed to 
get inside the archives myself. In September 1992, when 1 teturned for 
another year in Berlin, I decided to give it a try. Like many countries, Ger- 
many has a thirty-year rule against providing access to documents from 
the recent past, but there was still a lot of confusion about how to handle 
the mass of unprocessed material that had accumulated in the drawers 
and files of an alien and extinct bureaucracy. The archives of the Com- 
munist Party, inherited in December 1989 by its successor, the Party of 
Democratic Socialism, had been left undisturbed in a building at the heart 
of East Berlin at 1 Torstrasse—formerly named Wilhelm-Pieck-Strasse in 
honor of the GDR* first president. The building itself bore the marks of 
German history. Constructed as a depattment store for a Jewish firm in 
1927-29, it had been taken over by the Nazis as headguarters for the Hit 
lerjugend, appropriated by the Communist Party in 1946 for the offices of 
its Central Committee, and used from 1959 until 1989 for the Institute for 
Marxism-Leninism. 1 walked in, took a seat in a teading room outfitted 
with the same furniture that I had seen in the censors' office, and started 
filling in forms. To my amazement, 1 soon had in front of me dossiers that 
were only a few years old. Several were memos sent by Kurt Hager to Erich 
Honecker with Honecker' “E.H” in the margins, signaling their receipt. 

Hager and Honecker exchanged notes about everything of any impor- 
tance, They must have discussed guestions related to censorship, | real 
ized, but where did they leave traces of their discussions in the archives? 
The flow of in-house memos had been so thick that it filled thousands 
of dossiers, which occupied a great many kilometers of shelf space in the 
back rooms of the building, and the only available inventory listed little 


more than “bureaus” of the Central Committee, which stored their files in 
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chronological order. | chose Hager's bureau and reguested dossiers sepa- 
rated by six-month intervals, hoping that something might turn up. After 
several days of combing through bureaucratic flotsam and jetsam, I began 
to despair of finding anything important. But eventually I came upon a 
pink slip, which said that a dossier had been removed for reasons that 
would be explained if 1 inguired with the supervisor of the reading room. 
The supervisor could not provide an answer, but he referred me to a per- 
son who had managed the archives when they were being generated and 
consulted by the Central Committee of the Communist Party. Taking my 
courage in my hands—this had been a Stalinist inner sanctum a few years 
ago, but what could they do to a visiting American now that the Cold War 
really seemed to be ending!—I walked down two flights and around a long, 
dark cotridor until 1 arrived at the designated number. I knocked on the 
door, braced for a confrontation with a hostile Party henchman. When it 
opened, 1 found to my amazement that | was greeted with a friendly smile 
by a young woman, very attractive in the Fast German manner: blond 
hair swept back from her forehead, little or no makeup, simple clothing, a 
direct, pleasant manner, She introduced herself as Solveig Nestler, offered 
me a seat next to photographs of her two tow-headed children, and asked 
what I was looking for. I wanted to study how censorship functioned under 
the GDR, | explained, and for some reason | had been refused access to 
a particular dossier. It probably contained information about someone's 
private life, she said. But if 1 really wanted to understand the system and 
not to uncover personal scandals, she could be of help. She knew where all 
the relevant material was located, and she would feed it to me, temoving 
anything of a compromising, personal nature. For many weeks, therefore, | 
got to follow runs of documents that revealed how literature was managed 
at the highest levels of the GDR. 

Now, I do not pretend to be an expert on the GDR or on modern 
German literature. After | made my foray into the archives, some accom- 
plished German scholars located material that | never saw and published 


studies that exceeded my ability to do long-term research 5 But 1 was able 


to pursue a limited range of guestions related to my discussion with the, 


censors. What happened, I wondered, after Klaus Höpcke submitted the 


Communist East Germany: Planning and Persecution 167 


annual Plan to the Culture Division of the Party$ Central Committee? 
What became of other proposals for controlling literature when they 
passed beyond the HV and into the upper echelons of the Party? How did 
the Party leaders handle the “hot” dossiers that had made life difficult for 
Herr Wesener and Frau Horn? And was Ursula Ragwitz really the dragon 
lady they described? 

In her reports about the Plans to Kurt Hager, her superior in the 
Politburo, Frau Ragwitz noted that Klaus Höpcke sometimes got a rough 
reception when he defended the work of his colleagues in the HV to her 
colleagues in Kultur. The latter included eight Party militants, each of 
whom had special responsibilities and was ready to direct tough guestions 
at Höpcke when he presented the annual Plan. In 1984, for example, Arno 
Lange, Kultur's watchdog in charge of publishing houses, detected a seri- 
ous flaw in the Plan for 1985; excessive permissiveness in the treatment of 
authors by publishers, Negligence by the HV had permitted this tendeney 
to gather force, undercutting the control that the Party exerted through 
the publishers. Kultur ultimately approved the Plan but only after a lengthy 
discussion and with a proviso that proposals for books should not often 
be left to the initiative of the authors; instead, publishers should develop 
an “offensive strategy,* which would sttengthen the authors” “ideological 
poteney.” 

In her report on the Plan for 1982, Ragwitz alerted Hager to a general 
tendency among publishers to propose manuscripts that were unaccepi- 
able on “ideological and artistic grounds.” The Reclam Verlag had actually 
intended to publish some works by Nietzsche and Frederick 11, and Kultur 
had made it clear in a long session with Höpcke that nothing of the kind 
would be permitted. Fortunately, Ragwitz assured Hager, Kultur had man- 
aged to modify the Plan so that it conformed to the Party line laid down by 
the Tenth Party Congress in 1981. Therefore, the next crop of books in fic- 
tion and belles-İettres would stress proletarian themes. Twenty new novels 


featured worker heroes who threw themselves into the “international class 


» : : , p ti , 
war.” Detective stories and “utopian” literature (that is, science fiction), 
which especially appealed to young readers, would “strip bare the inbu- 


mane character of impetialism” and historical novels would emphasize the 


erik 


Pe 


168 CENSORS AT WORK 


progressive power of the revolutionary tradition. But there was a problem 
that Ragwitz had to confront in a follow-up letter addressed to Honecker 
himself. At a meeting of the Politburo, Honecker had mentioned his fond- 
ness for the Wild West novels of Karl May (1842-1912), which he had read 
in his youth. Couldn't the GDR make them into movies? Alas, Ragwitz 
reported, the Party had rejected a proposal to reprint May soon after the 
war, and the Fast German Karl May Verlag had emigrated to the West, 
taking its rights with it. 

Ragwitz's report on the Plan for 1984 mentioned intense discussions 
with Höpcke and the long process by which the HV distilled recommen- 
dations from publishers, booksellers, and members of the Authors Union 
(all tepresented in the LAG) into the proposals to be vetted by Kultur. 
The Plan embodied six ideological themes: (1.) GDR history and the class 
struggles of the German proletariat, (2.) the continuing danger of fascism 
and its relation to the arms race perpetrated by NATO, (3) the higher 
moral gualities inherent in the development of a socialist order, (4) the 
increased commitment of the working class to the defense of socialism, 
(5.) happiness and human worth as values fostered by socialism, and (6.) 
arguments against imperialism and the way of'life it promoted. Ragwitz 


applauded the appearance of new poets with a talent for “political Iyrics” 


and new authors committed to Parteilichkeit, a GDR superlative indicat- 
ing adherence to the Party line. But she detected symptoms of ideological 


weakness: failed attempts to express socialist principles in science flction 


and a variety of socialist realism that made the East German man in the 
street look distressinely similar to his West German counterpart. She also 
worried about weakness of another kind: not enough paper. The lack of 
raw material was causing a decline in production. In 1978, the Plan pro- 
vided for 3.7 million copies of 170 new works in GDR fiction; in 1984, 2.3 
million copies of 123 new works. “Further reduction would not be defensi- 
ble on cultural-political grounds.” 

The warning signals and criticism in the formal reports from Kultur 
did not challenge the work of the censors in a fundamental way. They 


may have been intended, at least in part, to impress the Party's leaders 


with the ideological vigilance of the Ragwitz gtoup, but their sharpness 
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was blunted by a heavy, rhetorical style, lbaded down with bureaucratic 
jargon.” Ragwitz's personal communications with Hager struck a differ- 
ent note. They had known each other for years. Ragwitz had joined the 
Culture Division of the Central Committee in 1969 and became its leader 
in 1976. Hager, a member of the Central Committee since 1954 and of 
the Politburo since 1963, was considered to be the second-mostpowerful 
personage in the GDR after Honecker, As “Chief Ideologist” he had ulti: 
mate responsibility for directing cultural life and therefore was in constant 
contact with Ragwitz. They apparently got on very well, despite their dif- 
ference in age—or perhaps because of it (Hager was sixty-eight in 1980, 
Ragwitz was fifty-two)." 

In a confidential letter, addressed “Dear Kurt” (in official correspon- 
dence, everyone appeared with a “Comrade” attached to his or her last 
name; in personal notes from Hager, Ragwitz was “Dear Ursel”) on March 
1, 1982, Ragwitz discussed cultural politics in a way that reveals the unof- 
fıcial operation of the system. At that time, Hager was away on a trip and 
Ragwitz was about to leave for a health “cure.” Because she would not see 
him for some time, she said that she wanted to bring him up to date on 
recent developments. A festival of political songs was being organized, and 
the political lay of the land in the musical sector was good, she assured him, 
but serious problems had developed in the Deutsches Theater. She assumed 
he had discussed them with Honecker, and she had asked Hoffmann (Hans 
Joachim Hoffmann, the minister of culture) to give her his appraisal of the 
situation. İnstead, Hoffmann had written directliy to Honecker, who was 
displeased to receive such a communication and had summoned him to 
discuss it in a private meeting. When they met, Honecker gave Hoffmann 
a dressing-down for letting behavior at the Deutsches Theater get out of 
hand: the troupe had made plans to perform in West Germany and France 
without getting clearance from the Party, and it had started rehearsing a 
play that had not yet received approval. This situation had led to some 
“very serious reproaches about the style of conduct . . . of the culture min: 
ister.” Ragwitz herself had discussed the problem with Honecker, who said 
he thought they should purge the leadership of the Deutsches Theater, but 
they should keep that plan secret so as to avoid trouble with the troupe's 
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sympathizers in the Berliner Ensemble. Meanwhile, Konrad Wolf (an emi- 
nent fılm director and Party stalwart) had fallen seriously ill, so they would 
have to find a replacement for him as director of the Academy of Arts. 

Confidential correspondence of this sort, exchanged behind the backs 
of powerful figures, indicates that important business was conducted 
through an informal network of personal ties, which operated alongside 
the rigid structures of the Party apparatus and the government ministries.” 
The archives don't provide enough evidence to show how profoundiy the 
informal system determined the functioning of the official bodies, but they 
contain some suggestive documents. For example, after alerting Hager to 
the unreliable behavior of Hoffmann, Ragwitz took action at the insti- 
tutional level. At a meeting on March 28, 1984, she and her colleagues 
resolved to get the upper hand in the conflict between the two “cultures”— 
their group in Kultur and their counterparts in the Ministry of Culture, 
where the ideological backsliding was most serious.* Having investigated 
the tendeney of literary production to deviate from the Party line, they 
determined to reassert their “politicalideological influence” by placing 
more Party militants in strategic positions throughout the system.” This 
ideological offensive did not lead to the purge of Hoffmann, but at a meet 
ing with Hager on April 16, Kultur was empowered to correct the “inade- 
guate understanding of the sharpened class-struggle situation” among all 
“culture producers” beginning with the editors of literary journals like 
Sinn und Form, who would be summoned to a conference and upbraided for 
their ideological slackness.“ The struggle between the two bureaucracies, 
that of the Party and that of the state, never led to an open conflict, but 
relations remained strained until the collapse of the GDR. 


RELATIONS WITH AUTHORS 


Authors were particularly important “culture producers.” At the height 
of Stalinism in the 1950s and 19605, they could be packed off to prison 
or condemned to gulag-type labor. But in the 1970s and 1980s the Party 
relied on milder, carrot-and-stick measures to keep them in line. Per 


mission to travel abroad, or refusal to grant it, was the favorite strategy. 
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According to a report of a typical, top-level meeting on November 24, 
1982, Hager, Hoffmann, and Ragwitz discussed a wide variety of cultural 
guestions: concert tours, the state of the theaters, the need to improve 
Party discipline in the fine arts, the perpetual problem of the shortage 
of paper, and less urgent matters like a proposal to erect a statue to Karl 
Marx in Ethiopia. But the most prominent of the eighteen items on the 
agenda concerned travel. First came the vexing problem of R-Flucht (fee 
ing from the republic) —that is, how to prevent authors who received per 
mission to travel abroad from remaining there. One measure, favored by 
Ragwitz, was to prohibit the travelers from being accompanied by their 
spouses. But no general policy seemed feasible, and therefore they resolved 
to handle the matter on a case-by-case basis—a tactic whose very irregu- 
larity could make it more effective.” 

In the case of Uwe Kolbe, an angry young poet whom they wanted to 
entice out of a Bohemian existence in the Prenzlauer Berg section of East 
Berlin and into the camp of established writers, they decided to permit 
travel once he had been suitably admonished in a private talk with Höp- 
cke. Lutz Rathenow, a more formidable Prenzlauer Berg dissident, was a 
more difficult case. He had published his first book, a collection of satir 
ical short stories, in 1980 in West Germany without seeking permission 
(authors who wanted to publish in the West had to get clearance from 
the GDR Copyright Office, which exetcised its own form of censorship 
and collected 75 percent of their royalties). As a result, he was artested 
and held in custody for a month, thereby producing protests and negative 
publicity in the West. Two years later when Hager and Höpcke discussed 
his dossier, they wrote him off as “persona non grata,”” “an author who 
continualİy #lings mud at us” and was unworthy of any favorable treatment. 
They actually wanted to let him out of the GDR in order to keep him out; 
but Rathenow would not be tempted, because he did not want to be forced 
into exile, like his hero, Wolf Biermann, the dissident poet-folksinger who 
was not permitted to return to the GDR when he went on a concert tour 
in West Germany in 1976.” 


Other authors yearned to see what life was like on the other side of 


the Wall, and their desire made them vulnerable to manipulation by the 
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regime. Monika Maron pleaded for permission to travel outside the Com- 
munist bloc and received it, although the censors refused to allow publica- 
ton of her novel Flugasche (Flight of ashes).9 Adolf Endler was permitted 
to give a series of lectures on İyric poetry at the Üniversity of Amsterdam 
in 1983, but in granting permission, Höpcke recommended that he use 
the occasion to denounce the recent decision of the U.S. government to 
set up middle-range rockets in Western Europe. American militarism was 
not a subject that lent itself to a discussion of İyric poetry, Endler replied, 
but he would find a way to say in his conclusion that everything he had 
mentionced in the previous lectures was threatened with obliteration if the 
Americans had their way.? 

Höpcke found it more difficult to resolve a parallel case, that of Wol£ 
gang Hilbig, a poet who also attracted invitations from Western Europe in 
1983. Not only did Hilbig's poems reflect badiy on life in East Germany, 
but he published them in West Germany, without permission. They were 
such a success that his admirers in Hanau in the FRG awarded him the 
Brothers Grimm Prize and invited him to collect it in person. He sent a 
telegram accepting the invitation—also without seeking the customary 
permission from the GDR authorities, which left Höpcke in a guandary, 
because a refusal to allow Hilbig to make the trip would confirm West Ger 
man views of repression in East Germany. Höpcke!'s first reaction was to 
issue a firm nyet, ali the more so as Hilbig wanted to follow up on the trip to 
Hanau with one to West Berlin, where he had also been invited. But after 
discussing the problem on the phone with Hager, Höpcke relented. He 
summoned Hilbig for a meeting, and lectured him about his disobedience 
to the GDR$ regulations for authors. Nonetheless, he concluded, he would 
permit Hilbig to accept the prize, provided that he refrain from any criti- 
cism of the GDR. In fact, he, too, should condemn the American rockets 
in bis acceptance speech, and a reader from the Reclam publishing house 
would go over the text, helping him to find words to express the “inhuman 
striving for world domination by the largest imperial power.” 

Of course, the regime disposed of many other inducements to keep the 
authors faithful to the Party line. One was simply to permit them to read 


the West German press. Volker Braun reguested special permission to sub- 
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scribe to Die Zeit, and Höpcke supported him in a memo to Hager by argu- 
ing that the subscription would provide Braun with material for a future 
novel satirizing capitalism—a book, as it turned out, that he never wrote.” 
More important advantages came with membership in the official Authors 
Union, whose leaders were loyal Party members and whose ranks were 
closed to anyone who failed to get the Party's approval, It was extremely 
diftıcult to have a literary career without joining the union, which enjoyed 
an annual two-million-mark subsidy from the state and dispensed a great 
deal of patronage —commissions to write exhibition catalogues and trans- 
lations, places in theaters as dramaturges (literary managers), positions in 
literary journals, and salaried work for academies and educational insti- 
tutions, Like everyone else in the GDR, writers could not move from one 
city to another without the permission of the state, and they needed help 
from Party bosses in order to advance in the long gucues of people waiting 
to rent an apartment or to purchase a car, Hager's office kept long lists of 
writers who sent in reguests for visas, cars, better living conditions, and 
intervention to get their children into universities.2 
Just how bady an unorthodox writer could be frozen out of such ben- 
efits can be appteciated from the dossier of Rainer Kirsch, a freelance 
writer who was expelled from the Party in 1973 for slipping disrespectful 
comments about socialism into his play, Heinrich Schlaghands Höllenfahrt 
(Heinrich Schlaghand's Journey to hell). The play was published in a guasi- 
official journal, Theater der Zeii—by mistake, according to the journal's 
editor, who tried to cover himself with an explanation addressed to the 
first secretary of the GDR Playwrights” Union. He had been traveling, the 
editor explained, and a subeditor had accepted the text at the last minute 
before deadline without examining it adeguately. To his horror, the editor 
spotted the play's heresies as soon as he read the journal. He would pub- 
lish a refutation of it, stressing its incompatibility with the Party's cultural 
policy, and promised that in the future nothing would appeat without his 
approval. This defense, such as it was, went with an apologetic letter by 
the first secretary to the head of the Culture Division of the Central Com- 


mittee, Ragwitz's predecessor, Walter Vogt. Kirsch was then drummed out 
of the Party.” 
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In the face of this disaster, Kirsch tried to appeal to Hager. He got 
as far as Hager5 assistanı, Erika Hinkel, who listened to his self-defense 
at a meeting in Berlin. Although he accepted the decision of the Party, 
Kirsch said, his play contained nothing disrespectful of socialism, and he 
never had any hostile intentions or negative thoughts. On the contrary, 
he wanted to live in harmony with the Party and the state, and he would 
demonstrate that commitment in his future writing, All he asked was that 
he receive permission to move from Halle to Berlin, that he be allotted an 
apartment (three and a half rooms would do for his family of three), and 
that he be given a position as a dramaturge in a theater.”* 

The Party ignored this and subseguent appeals, which indicated that 
Kirsch was sinking into everdeeper misery in Halle. Relations with local 
colleagues and officials had degenerated to the point that “life in Halle 
is nearly unbearable, since | feel almost completely isolated,* he wrote in 
a İetter addressed to the Oberbürgermeister (mayor) of East Berlin as well 
as to Frau Hinkel.7 He lived with his wife and seven-year-old daughter in 
a cramped, three-room apartment located in an unhealthy inner court- 
yard. (In 1968 he had separated from his first wife, the poet Sarah Kirsch, 
who cmigrated to West Germany with their son in 1977 after protesting 
against the expatriation of Wolf Biermann.) His wife, a Russian, hada 
teaching job, but she suffered terribly ftom Halle's polluted air. In fact, 
she had developed chronic bronchitis and laryngitis, which would degen- 
erate into a dangerous case of asthma if she could not escape to a health- 
ier environment. Kirsch therefore tenewed his reguest to move to Berlin, 
where the journals and publishing houses could provide an opportunity of 
employment. Ten years later, Kirsch had somehow made it to Berlin, but 
he was still begging for a sinecure. A teaching position similar to the ones 
given to three of his fellow writers would be perfect, he wrote in a letter to 
Hager. Hager turned it over to Ragwitz, who answered with a memo advis- 

ing emphatically against any patronage. She had consulted Party members 
in the Authors Union, and they had condemned Kirsch's “political-ideo- 
logical comportment.” 
Ragwitz often used phrases of that kind in her memos and letters. 


She spoke the language of power. Censorship as she exercised it, whethet 
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through manipulation or outright repression, belonged to the Communist 
Party's monopoly of power. Yet it may be inadeguate to read the messages 
exchanged within the nomenklatura merely as attempts to enforce the 
Party line. Ragwitz had “political-ideological” convictions of her own, and 
so did her colleagues, as one can see by looking more closely at the dossier 
of Wolfgang Hilbig. 
Ünlike most East German writers, even famous dissidents like Christa 
Wolf and Volker Braun, Hilbig did not fit into the system. He lived as 
a İoner. Far from attempting to rise through the ranks as a member of 
the Authors Union, he supported himself as a worker in a boiler room.” 
The job left him plenty of time to study literature while writing poetry, 
and he did not submit his poems to the established literary reviews of the 
GDR. He published them in West Germany— without seeking permission. 
After the appeatance of his first volume, Abwesenheit (Absence) (Fischer 
Verlag, Frankfurt am Main, 1979), he was punished by a 2,000-mark fine. 
(His dossier in the Party archives also mentions a brief stint in prison, but 
apparentİy that involved an arrest for violent behavior, “Rowdytum,” on 
another occasion.)9 By 1982, when Fischer published a volume of short 
stories, Ünterm Neomond (Under the new moon), he had achieved enough 
notoriety to be celebrated in the West as a worker-poet who was persecuted 
in the East, and the GDR tried to Tepair its reputation as a champion of 
the working class by permitting an East German edition. But his next 
book, Stğmme Stimme (Voice, voice), submitted to the same GDR publisher, 
Reçlam, posed a greater problem for the censors. The Party had decreed 
that literature should adhere to socialist realism, and at two conferences 
in the industrial city of Bitterfeld in 1959 and 1964, writers had commit 
ted themselves to the “Bitterfelder Weg,” a program of collaborating with 
workers in acommon effort to create a distinctively GDR-socialist culture. 
Unfortunately, the İyrics of the worker-poet Hilbig did not fit that formula. 
Far from it, Ragwitz explained, in submitting a dossier to Hager on Decem- 
ber 14, 1982. 
Speaking for Kultur, she recommended against permitting Stimme 
Stimme to be published. True, it had received three favorable reader 


reports, and there was no denying Hilbig's talent as a poet. But if they 
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allowed the book to circulate, it would make him into a recognized author; 
and once his presence was established in the GDR cultural scene, he 
would exercise a bad influence on the young writers they wanted to recruit 
in order to perpetuate a healthy, positive, progressive, and socialİy respon- 
sible variety of literature, one rooted in the working class, Hilbig's proletar- 
ian background made him all the more dangerous, even though he never 
attacked socialism or the GDR, because at bottom his work communicated 


an unacceptable worldview: 


His worldview and artistic positions are distant from our ideology. By 
taking up reactionary and Jate-bourgeois traditions . . . Hilbig uses 
dark colors and pessimistic tones to diffuse a nihilistic and melan- 
choly outlook on the world and on life. ... Since he gives voice to 
resignation, İoneliness, sadness, suffering, and a yearning for death, 
Hilbig's commitment to humanism can also be guestioned. Even 
though he often displays his proletarian origins, nothing connecis 


him with the everyday political consciousness of a GDR citizen.” 


“Late-bourgeois” was GDR jargon for modernism—in Hilbig's case, poetry 
that could be associated with Rimbaud ot Rilke; in other cases, novels 
that drew inspiration from authors like Proust or Joyce. Ragwitz in Kultur 
and the censors in the HV did not enforce conformity to the Bitterfelder 
Weg, which had ceased to set a strict standard for literary style by 1980, 
but they remained committed to the stylistic conventions known loosely 
as “socialist realism,” and they were suspicious of writing that failed to 
speak to the conditions of life in “real socialism,” as they called ir—that 
is, the concrete world experienced by ordinary people in the GDR.> In 
the 1960s and 19705, the regime refused to permit literature of this kind. 
In the 19805, however, it became less repressive, partly because it worried 
about scandals that could be exploited by the West German media, whose 
radio and television broadcasts reached an increasingly wide audience in 
the GDR. If it refused to allow Stimme Sölmme to appear in East Germany, 
the book was certain to appcar in the West, accompanied by a great deal 


of damaging publicity. 
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In the end, therefore, Hager permitted the publication of Stimme 
Stmme. He had received a letter defending Hilbig from Stephan Hermlin, 
an influential writer who had had his own difficulties with the censorship. 
(Hermlin had helped organize the protest against the exile of Wolf Bier- 
mann in 1976, but he maintained good relations with the Party leaders)” 
Hilbig's poems did not breathe optimism, Hermlin conceded, but they did 
not express the slightest opposition to socialism; and if poets had to pass 
a test for cheerfulness, little would be left of German literature.* Ragwitz 
ultimately agreed that the book could appear without causing too much 
damage, but only under certain conditions: Hilbig would have to eliminate 
certain poems and tone down others; his editors at Reclam would have to 
vet the final text with great care; the printing would have to be restricted 
to a small number of copies; and they would have to control its recep- 
tion by preparing reviews to expose the inadeguacy of its “worldview and 
ideological position.” A few months later, as mentioned, Hager agreed to 
allow Hilbig, carefully guarded by the Reclam publisher, Hans Marguand, 
to accept a prize in Hanau, West Germany. 

From that point onward, Hilbig became the object of a running debate 
within the bureaucracy about the limits of permissiveness. In 1984, he 
cooperated with a broadcast from Hesse, West Germany, which made him 
look like a victim of persecution in the GDR. In 1985, he was awarded 
a prize by the West Berlin Academy of Arts and asked to be allowed to 
accept it there. Marguand and Höpcke opposed allowing him out of the 
countıy;” and while their memos were circulating within the ministry 
of culture, Hilbig applied for a visa to take up a yearlong fellowship in 
Darmstadt. This was too much for Hager, who argued against any more 
concessions in an angiy memo to Hans-Joachim Hoffmann, the minister 
of culture.” By then, however, Hilbig had acguired a formidable teputa- 
tion. Stephan Hermlin and Christa Wolf appealed directly to Honecker, 
arguing that Hilbig was the greatest talent that had appeared in the GDR 
during the last twenty years.* Hilbig himself wrote to Honecker on August 
26, 1985—a proletarian poet addressing a head of state. He put his case 
respectfully but forcefully. East German writers should be allowed to travel 
in order to expand their horizons, he said. They should be free to publish 
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in the GDR and abroad. They should be able to express themselves openİy 
without submitting to ideological constraints. And their commitment to 
socialism should also be free, for “literature without a true and fully devel- 
oped profession of faith is worthless.”* There is no record of Honecker's 
reaction; but three weeks later, in a memo that referred to Hilbig's letter, 
Hager announced that he had reversed his previous stand and would no 
longer oppose gtanting the visa. Hilbig left the GDR at the end of 1985 
and did not return.” 

The Hilbig affair, and all the others that appear in the archives, did 
not involve any opposition to socialist principles, government policy, or 
Party leaders. Like all the authors labeled in the West as dissidents, Hilbig 
tried to work within the system until he reached a breaking point; and 
even when he published his work in West Germany, he did not reject the 
fundamental ideals of the GDR. The correspondence about him within 
the Party elite never guestioned his ultimate loyalty to the state. It dealt 
with seeminely nonseditious matters such as selffeeling (Selbstgefühl) and 
emotional outlook (Pessimismus). To an outsider, the style of the memos 
exchanged among the senior officials, seems surprisingiy abstract and 
inflated. It can be explained in large part by the conventions of bureau- 
cratic thetoric, for the Party leaders often strung together heavy-duty adjec- 
tives such as politicakideological (politisch-ideologisch) and İate-bourgeois 


(spâtbürgerlich) before ponderous nouns like worldview (Weltanschauung) . 


and Party-ness (Parteilichkeit) 4! But the censors in the Central Committee 
and the Ministry of Culture took language seriously, and they were deadiy 
serious in discussing the language of the authors they repressed. Words in 
GDR-speak had particular resonance, even when they sound İudicrous to 
foreign ears—as in the case of the standard reference to the Berlin Wall as 
an antifascistic protection wall (antifaschistischer Schutzwall)? The censors 
were particularly upset when they discovered that the younger generation 
of authors used words in the wrong way. 

In 1981, a group of young writers submitted a volume of poems and 
essays'for publication by the Academy of Arts. The HV refused to per 
mit it; but instead of submitting to this decision, the authors sent a letter 
of protest to the minister of culture. They explained that they had put 
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together the Anthology, as they called it (apparentiy it did not have a 
full title), at the instigation of a member of the academy, Franz Fühmann, 
who was a mentor to disaffected writers from the younger generation. İt 
represented the work of thirty-three authots who wanted their voices to 
be heard and who resented the refusal of the authorities to engage ina 
dialogue with them. The protest eventualiy reached Ursula Rey who 
recommended in a memo to Hager that they bury it in silence. The authors 
should be told to take their complaint to the academy, and the academy 
should be instructed to ignore it. Meanwhile, however, the Party should 
respond with some measures that would get to the root of the problem, 
because the Anthology affair was a symptom of discontent that deserved 
serious attention.” 

With the help of the secret police, Kultur accumulated a huge amount 
of information about the Anthology group. Ragwitz summarized their 
investigation in a 35-page report, which included biographies of the con- 
tributors, descriptions of their milieu, and analyses of their poems. From the 
perspective of Kultur, the poetry was bewilderine—a mishmash of unin- 
telligible jargon, bizarre formats, vulgarities, slang, and coded allusions to 
subjects such as pollution, boredom, tock music, Wittgenstein, and John 
Lennon, As described in the more familiar idiom of the Party, the Anthol- 


ogy was suspiciously late-bourgeois in style and nihilistic in content. 


A number of the contributions are characterized by pessimism, wea- 
riness of life (Lebensüberdruss|, and despair.... A great many of the 
contributions employ expressive technigues of late-bourgeois litera- 
ture such as broken syntax, the arrangement of lines to make figura- 
tive patterns, and oral and visual punning. Some texts employ jargon, 


collogutal speech, and vulgarisms, which indicate a different kind of 


bourgeois influences. 


Also, Ragwitz admitted, it had great appeal to young people.t 
Öf course, the enthusiasts could not find this kind of writing in book- 
stores, because, as Ragwitz insisted in another memo, it would never be 


G 45 . 
permitted.” But the angry young poets circulated manuscript copies of 
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their work and gave private readings of it in their favorite territory, the 
Prenzlauer Berg section of East Berlin. Spies identified places like the Alte 
Kaffee in Friedrichstrasse and an apartment at Raumerstrasse 23, where 
students and university dropouts congregated.*“ In one account of a poetry 
reading, a spy reported that forty-four persons listened raptly in an apart- 
ment to the two poets who had edited the Anthology, Uwe Kolbe and 
Alexander (“Sascha”) Anderson. Despite considerable difficulty in making 
sense of the verse, the audience engaged in a lively discussion about “self 
realization,” “creativity,” and “integrity” * 

The Prenzlauer Berg scene, as it later came to be known, migbt seem 
too marginal to warrant so much attention. The poets themselves were 
marginal characters. Sascha Anderson, for example, appeared in a report as 
“Anderson, Alexander (28)—(Lyric poetry). Dresden. No fixed job. Unat- 
tached author, painter, and songwriter”* Moreover, when the archives of 
the Stasi (secret police) became available after the collapse of the Wall, 
Anderson turned out to be one of their spies.” But the West German 
media were just as interested as the East German agents in what went on 
in Prenzlauer Berg, and publicity from the West could cause damage in the 
East, especially if it emphasized the alienation of the younger generation. 

Honecker himself paid great attention to the coverage of GOR lit 


erature in the FRG. In April 1981, he received a briefing from Ragvitz. 


about a radio broadcast ftom the West that spread the word about the 
disenchantment of the young East German writers and cited as evidence 
an article in Neve Deutsche Literatur, the literary journal of the East Ger- 
man Authors Union. The article was written by Inge von Wangenheim, 
a respected, sixty-eightyearold writer with impeccable credentials as a 
supporter of the regime. She warned that GDR literature might cease to 
exist by 2000, because writers who were now turning thirty were so dis- 
affected that they would not continue the socialist tradition established 
by their grandfathers. The broadcast was distorted, Ragwitz assured her 
chief, and the article should never have appeared. She had scolded the 
journal editor for committing a “political error.” He replied that the arti 


cle had received a printing permit from the HV and that Wangenheim . 


planned to include it in a forthcoming collection of her essays. To exclude 
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it at this İate stage could cause a scandal, Ragwitz warned Hager. But they 
could reguire her to make changes and plant enough critical reviews of 
the book to blunt its impact. Meanwhile, however, the Western media 
continued to cause trouble, One broadcast claimed that the only true rep- 
resentatives of GDR literature were authors who escaped the censorship 
and the “prison syndrome” by emigrating to the FRG.! And an article by 
the West German critic Manfred Jaeger argued that a young generation of 
angry “wild men” had turned against all official literature and dismissed 
the writing of a middle-aged generation as uninteresting, except in the 
case of their mentor, Franz Fühmann, who had inspired the Anthology 
and whom they revered for remaining true to the critical spirit of Bertolt 
Brecht. Misguided as they were, the attacks exposed a problem that could 
not be ignored. What was to be done? 
Ragwitz proposed two kinds of measures. First, the regime should take 
a strong stand in favor of the İiterary principles laid down as the Party 
line at the Tenth Party Congress in 1981. After conducting a thorough 
study of GDR literature in the 19705, the experts in Kultur had come up 
with policy recommendations that were adopted at the congress—and 
their findings confirmed studies done by the Academy of Social Science 
and the Central Institute for Literary History at the Academy of Sciences. 
Alİ this research supported the fundamental position taken by the Party: 
style and subject matter must be understood as crucial elements in the 
construction of socialism. As the Ninth Party Congress had determined in 
1976, literature should concentrate on the “daily life of people under real 
socialism.” Real socialism—the actual existing order of the GDR— called 
for socialist realism in writing, not the esoteric, individualistic manner 
of late-bourgeois authors, which was incomprehensible to ordinary peo- 
ple. The man in the street turned to literature for help in understanding 
his own experience, and help should come through the “development of 
socialistic consciousness.” Recent writing of the İate-bourgeois variety did 
the opposite. By indulging in subjectivism and harping on the dispatities 
between everyday experience and socialist ideals, it had degenerated into a 
destructive genre of social criticism.” 


The Party could etadicate that kind of literature by pursuing a cultural 
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offensive aimed in the first instance at the young Anthology writers. The 
most talented of them should be co-opted by being made candidates for 
membership in the Authors Union. (Writers could not simply join the 
union; they had to go through a period of candidacy, normally with a 
sponsor.) They should be assigned mentors from the union and be given 
missions that would involve attractive opportunities to travel. Uwe Kolbe 
could be sent to Angola and Katja Lange to Mongolia. The Anthology 
contributors who had expressed hostility to the Party should be frozen out 
of the literary world, but handled with restraint. Although they should 
not be allowed to publish anything, they should be given jobs that had no 
connection with İiterature. And those who were downright “asocial and 
enemies of the state” should be punished as criminals—hat is, presumably 
be sent to prison or labor in the brown-coal industry, although Ragwitz 
did not specify what measures she had in mind.* While suppressing the 
literary activities of Prenzlauer Berg, the Ministry of Culture should set up 
literary centers to encourage young writers and the correct kind of writing 
in every sector of the country.“ Editors in publishing houses should be 
assigned to cultivate talented youth; the HV should develop additional 
measures; and Kultur should oversee the program, mindful of the need to 
foster a new generation of “culture providers” and to orient it in the right 


direction.” 


AUTHOR-EDITOR NEGOTIATIONS 
The memos that circulated at the highest levels of the GDR showed that 


censorship was not limited to the activities of the censors. It penetrated 
every aspect of literature, down to the innermost thoughts of the authors 
and their first contact with editors. Volker Braun defined its character in 
a note that he scribbled for himself while struggling to get a draft of his 
Hinze-Kunze-Roman past an editor at the Mitteldeutscher Verlag (MDV) in 
1983: “The system works all by itself. The system censors.”” This systemic 


penetration was deepest at the lowest level, where authors and editors 


negotiated over the planning and production of manuscripts. Although 


practices varied, they normally went thtough the same stages. As described 
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earlier, the idea for a book might germinate in the mind of an author, 
but it freguentiy originated among the editors of the GDRs seventy-eight 
publishing houses or even among the censors and other officials in Ber 
lin. Because the director (Verlagsleiter) and chief editor (Cheflektor) of the 
houses were important Party membets—powerful apparatchiks or nomen- 
klatura— they exercised great ideological control. Yet lower-placed editors 
often developed friendiy relations with authors, who usually worked with 
the same house—notably, in the case of contemporary fiction, the Mit 
teldeutscher Verlag (MDV/) in Halle and Leipzig and the Aufbau Verlag 
in Berlin and Weimar.” Instead of writing on their own until they had 
arrived at a finished manuscript, the authors usually sent the editors early 
drafts and small segments. The editors responded with suggestions for 
changes, and a process of negotiation continued until both sides reached 
agreement about a final draft. At that point, the editor sent the typescript 
to one or more outside treaders, who tended to be trusted advisers, often lit- 
erary critics and academics. The readers' reports could trigger more rounds 
of negotiation and changes. When a reworked text had been completed, 
the publisher prepared a dossier, which included the readers” reports and 
a publisher's report, usually four or five typewritten pages, by the chief 
editor, along with information about the author, the format, the amount 
of paper reguired, the ptoposed pressrun, and the price. 

The dossier and the text then were sent to the HV office in Clara- 
Zetkin-Strasse for approval by the professional staff in the manner 
described by Hans-Jürgen Wesener and Christina Horn. The process of 
censoring could continue even after the book had been published, because 
if it provoked a scandal, it could be withdrawn from bookshops and pulped. 
Certain passages might be excised from later editions, but they also might 
be added; for the HV sometimes permitted a West German edition by giv- 
ing clearance through the Copyright Office (Büro für Urheberrechte). To 
be sure, the Western edition might stir up controversy; but once the dust 
had settled, its controversial passages could be reprinted discreetly in a new 
GDR edition, 

Censorship took place throughout the entire process—and even beyond 


it, because authors and publishers remained vulnetable to postpublication 
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sanctions. Yet the most important part of the process is the most difficult 
to identify, because it happened in the authors head. Self£censorship left 
few traces in the archives, but East Germans often mentioned it, especialiy 
when they felt free to talk after the fall of the Wall. In Der Zorn des Schafes 
(The anger of the sheep, 1990), for example, Erich Loest explained that in 
1950, when he began his career as a writer and enjoyed an uncritical faith 
in the legitimacy of the regime, he had no difficulty in accepting censor 
ship, because he could not imagine treating any subject in any way that 
would damage the cause of socialism. But after three decades of trimming 
his prose to the demands of editors, publishers, and the HV, he emigrated 
to West Germany; and when he resumed writing in the FRG, he realized 
that an inner voice had been whispering to him all along, at every line he 
wrote, “Careful, that can cause you trouble!” He called it “that little green 
man inside the ear”9 Others used the common expression “scissors in the 
head.”“l It existed everywhere and made authors complicit with the censor- 
ship, even when they ttied to resist it. They might exult after persuading an 
editor to accept one or two contested passages, but in doing so they often 
managed, with the help of the inner voice, to ignore the fact that they 
were submitting the entire text to the sanction of the state.” This semi- 


conscious process of complicity sometimes led them to deceive the censor 


with tricks, but the tricks could also result in self-deception. Joachim Seyp- . 


pel, a novelist and literary critic who emigrated from the GDR in 1979, 


wrote that authors occasionally planted a flagrantly provocative passage 


in a manuscript in order to attract the censor's attention while distracting 
it from subtler heresies scattered elsewhere in the text. The authors would 
then pretend to fight fiercely to maintain the passage, lose the feigned fight, 
and save the remarks that they really wanted to have published. By playing 
that game, however, they accepted its rules and became complicit with the 
system. The little green man had won. 

The next stage of the process can be understood by consulting the 
papers of the most important publisher of GDR fiction, the MDV, which | 
was also able to study in the Party archives during the early 19905.8* Most 


of the information concerned practices in the 1980s and should not be , 


taken to typify censorship during earlier and more repressive periods. For 
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the last decade of the GDRs existence, however, the publisher's archives 
show how the regime controlled literature at the level of authors and edi- 
tors. The general character of all its operations can be summarized in a 
single word: negotiation. The give-and-take, demands and concessions, 
writing and rewriting began as soon as an idea-for a book was adumbrated. 
İn rare cases when an author turned in a supposediy finished manuscript, 
the editors were astonished—and somewhat offended. After Karl-Heinz 
Jakobs deposited a “final” draft of his novel Die Sülle (Silence), the edi- 
tors complained that he was one of the few authors “who refuse to let the 
publisher influence the development process of a manuscript and instead 
submit “finished' copy.” 

The negotiating was especially effective in the case of popular genres 
like crime novels, love stories, and science fiction. An editor persuaded 
Waltraud Ahındt to transform the ending of Flugversuche (Attempted 
flights), a boy-meets-girl romance, so that the couple would not live happily 
ever after. The girl had to reject the boy, because she realized that he had 
joined the Party only to win her and not from genuine Communist con- 
victions.* Horst Czerny modified the plot of his detective story Reporter 
des Glanzes (Society teporter) according to the recommendations of his 
editor so that it would bring out the negative aspects of life in Bonn, West 
Germany, where the intrigue took place—namely, “anti-Communism, 
anti-Sovietism, neo-Nazism, war ideology, threatening lies, and agitation 
for German reunification.” One of the rare crime tbrillers set in the GDR, 
Der Sog (The current), by Jan Flieger, had to be rewritten several times, 
because one of its main characters, a factory manager, was disagrecably 
stupid. Management in a socialist system could not appear in such a light.“ 
The same problem applied to science fiction, which the editors called uto- 
pian literature, because descriptions of future societies had to celebrate the 
inevitable triumph of communism, yet the editors feared that their positive 
elements could be read as implicit “political-ideological” criticism of the 
socialist order in the present. Therefore, they persuaded Gerhard Branstner 
to rework his Der negative Erfolg (The negative success) so that his fantasy 
of the future would express adeguate “theoretical considerations from a 
Marxist way of thinking” | 
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It would be misleading, however, to reduce the editors? function to 
ideological gatekeeping. They devoted a great deal of attention to the aes- 
thetic gualities of manuscripts, working closely with authors to improve 
phrasing and strengthen narratives. As far as one can tell from reading 
their reports, they were intelligent and well-educated critics who had much 
in common with editors in West Berlin and New York. They sought out 
talent, worked hard over drafts, chose the most appropriate outside readers, 
and shepherded texts through a complex production schedule. The main 
aspect of their dossiers that makes them look different from their coun- 
terparts in the West is the absence of any reference to literary demand. | 
found only one remark about what readers wanted to buy. In discussing Der 
Holzwurm und der König (The wood worm and the king), Helga Duty, the 
chief editor at MDV, recommended publication, even though that would 
satisfy the public's unfortunate taste for adult fairy tales.* 

Instead of ttimming their list to the winds from the marketplace, 
the editors tried to fight off kitsch, and they freguentiy lost. Duty and 
her subeditors did everything possible to eliminate the “pseudo-roman- 
tic, pathetic, and kitschy guality of the poems collected in Luftschaukel 
(Swing in the air), but the author, Marianna Bruns, was eighty-seven and 
had been attached to the MDV for many years. She agreed to rework the 
manuscripe—but only up to a point. In the end, the editors did most of 
the compromising and reluctantly recommended the book for a print 
ing authorization.” They refused to be so flexible in dealing with Hans 
Cibulka, although he was sixty-five and had published with the MDV 
for thirty years. His volume of poems, Seid ein Gesprâch wir sind (We 
are a discussion), was too pessimistic and “undialectic,” but above all it 
mixed metaphors and misused imagery. After lengthy negotiations, they 
rejected his manuscript, noting “one cannot work” with him as with a 
debutant author.” 

“Working” with authors could be so intense that it verged on collab- 
oration. Joachim Râhmer was a “debutant” whose first novel, Bekeninisse 
cines Einfâltigen (Confession of a simpleton), had to be completely rewrit- 


ten. “The work on this novel, especially in the process of drafting, was very 


demanding,” his editor complained./? Werner Reinowski caused even more 


Communist East Germany: Planning and Pevsecution 187 


headaches. For ten years after the publication of one of his novels, he kept 
coming back with proposals for new books, and the MDV kept rejecting 
them. The editors finally accepted his sketch for a novel entitled Hoch- 
Zeit am Honigsee (Wedding by the honey sea), which had an appropriately 
proletarian subject but lacked a strong narrative line. After six years of 
debates and six full-scale drafts, they teceived a barely acceptable manu- 
script. İt posed no ideological problems. On the contrary, it was too dog- 
matic, Reinowski neglected the aesthetic aspect of writing so egregiously 
that he treated literature as nothing more than a means to propagate the 
Party's social program. In their report, the editors said that they had had 
enough. They had worked as hard on the book as he did, and they did not 
want to publish anything more by him.” 

Most authors proved pliable, and the negotiations with them involved 
genuine give-and-take. Editors occasionally complied with an authors 
refusal to accept suggestions, even when a draft seemed insufficientiy 
Marxist.”” More often they insisted on changes, but diplomatically and 
with enough concessions to make them palatable. Wir Flüchtlingskinder 
(We children of refugees), an autobiographical novel by Ursula Höntsch- 
Harendt, dealt with the explosive topic of the expulsion of Sudeten Ger- 
mans from Silesia after it became Polish territory as reguired by the Potsdam 
Agreement of July 26, 1945. The editors reguired changes that would rein- 
force the GDR version of events and counteract “revanchist” history from 
the FRG. In addition to historical allusions, the main character of the 
novel had to be transformed, and Höntsch-Harendt even had to modify the 
fictitious version of her father, whom she had portrayed too sympatheticaliy 
as a social democrat. She also had to cut a rape scene, which reflected badiy 
on the Red Army, and to tone down her demonization of Hitler, which 
attributed too much of the evil of fascism to the influence of one person. 
Thanks to their hard work and her cooperation, the editors endorsed a 
text that corresponded to “historical truth” and would, they believed, help 
determine the understanding of the younger generation.” 

In dossier after dossier, one can see how the editors shaped East Ger- 
man fiction, cutting passages, realigning narratives, changing the nature of 


characters, and correcting allusions to historical and social issues. Whether 
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heavy or light, the editing involved aesthetic as well as ideological consid- 
erations, and it was accepted both by authors and by editors as an essential 
aspect of the game they played when they negotiated over a manuscript. 
Conflict occurred, but the editors' reports convey an atmosphere of mutual 
respect rather than struggle and repression. Of course, one must allow for 
their bias, and they say nothing about the authors who gnashed their teeth 
and cursed the system for trimming their prose or excluding them alto- 
gether. Yet as an account of business as usual, the dossiers suggest a process 
of constant, workable negotiation. Helga Duty expressed their dominant 
tone when she noted in the conclusion of her report on Manfred Künne's 
Buna: Roman eines Kunststoffes (Buna: A novel of a synthetic material), 
an adventure novel about German-American competition to produce syn- 
thetic rubber during World War 11: “The collaboration between author and 
publisher was in each phase ftuitful and full of trust.” 

'The ptocess of vetting did not stop there, because once a manuscript 
had been approved by an editor, it had to pass muster with outside read- 
ers and fınally with the censors in the HV. Editors solicited reports from 
readers very much as they do in the non-Communist world. They had 
personal contacts among academics and experts in many fields, and they 


could steer a dossier to a happy conclusion by their choice of readers. For 


their part, the readers prepared reports with a good deal of care. They 


usually produced three to five pages of comments about substance, style, 
and, if needed, ideological correctness; and they teceived an honorarium 
of forty to sixty East German marks for their trouble. Even detective stories 
got a critical going-over. Editors sent them out to special officers in the 
police force (Volkspolizei) when they needed an assessment about the fine 
points of gathering clues and performing autopsies." 

Political considerations weighed heaviest in reports on works in the 
social sciences and history. So war es: Lebensgeschichten zwwischen 1900— 
1980 (Thus it was: Life stories between 1900 and 1980), a sociological 
study of a light bulb factory by Wolfgang Herzberg, reguired a great deal 
of intervention by the editors, because it was based on interviews with 


wotkers who expressed “politically unschooled” and “undialectical” rec- 


ollections of their experience under the Third Reich. After persuading 
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Herzberg to tewrite several drafts, the editors considered the manuscript 
ready for publication; but the readers disagreed. One of them objected 
that the text failed to bring out the monopolistic and capitalistic under 
pinning of Hitlerism, and another insisted that guotations from the oral 
interviews be rephrased so that they would make the proletariat sound 
more revolutionary. The editors complied, and the author rewrote his text 
once more before it could be sent with the reports to the HV for final 
approval.# 

Once the dossiers arrived in the offices at Clara-Zetkin-Strasse, they 
underwent censorship of a more professional variety. Unlike the editors 
and readers, the censors in the HV evaluated a text according to its place 
within the overall production of books—that is, everything encompassed 
in the annual Plan—and while taking a broad view of literature, they kept 
an eye out not merely for unacceptable phrases but also for difficulties that 
might arise from their opposite numbers in Kultur. Marion Fuckas, an 
HV official who concentrated on poetry and fiction, illustrates how this 
kind of vetting took place. She underlined passages in the reports that 
seemed important to her; and if they corresponded to her own reading 
of the manuscript, she wrote, “Agreed with the publishers' reports/” in a 
box on the top page of the dossier,? Errinerung an eine Milchglasscheibe 
(Remembrance of a frosted window pane), a volume of poems by Steffen 
Mensching, serves as an example of how she handled a problematic dos- 
sier. Her underlining drew attention to Mensching's tendency to develop 
a “critical accent” when he handled sensitive themes like militarism. But 
a long report by Silvia and Dieter Schlenstedt, the most trusted outside 
readers of the MDV, laid that worry to rest. They explained that they had 
got to know Mensching, who had special appeal to the younger generation, 
and had persuaded him to withdraw some poems and modify others. He 
therefore could be promoted as a poet who combined “artistic talent with 
a basically Marxist aesthetic position,” a phrase that Fuckas underlined 
from Helga Duty's publisher's report. Eberhard Günther, the director of the 
MDV who had earlier worked as a censor in the HV, confirmed this judg- 
ment in a letter that stressed Mensching's willingness to make changes in 


his text. Like the Schlenstedts, Günther had had a talk with him and had 


EE 
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persuaded him to substitute two unproblematic poems for “Nachtgedan- 
ken,” which had caused difficulties. Reassured by these items in the dossier, 
Fuckas gave it her approval, noting that the “distinctive political problem” 
had been resolved.*9 

She hesitated to endorse a novel by Claus Nowack, Das Leben Gudrun 
(The Life of Gudrun), Although the publisher had tecommended it, a read- 
er's teport warned that Nowack's use of late-bourgeois literary technigue 
made it difficult to follow his narrative. Fuckas drew a line next to that pas- 
sage in the report and expanded on it in a memo of her own. She could not 
find any “Ariadne's thread” in the narrative that would make it possible for 
her to grasp what the author was trying to say. Did the late-bourgeois aes- 
thetics convey an ideological message? she asked. She refrained from pro- 
nouncing, although she clearly thought it did; but she felt impelled to warn 
against the growing tendency for authors to write in a way that would cut 
themselves off from the mass public. The stylistic obscurity in Nowack's 
novel could not be cotrected by cuts and additions, because it pervaded the 
entire text, But at least it did not offend against Party correctness, and so 
she would not oppose its publication.8! 

Fuckas handled more conventional manuscripts according to tbe tried- 
anc-true procedures of the HV. A book about Mozambigue and the expe- 
tience of Africans in Europe had to be purged of suggestions that racism 
might exist in the GDR. She checked off a list of changes recommended 
by a reader to be sure that they had been incorporated in the fınal draft 
and then sent the text off to the Foreign Ministry for clearance.?? When a 
colleague in the HV criticized the weak ending of a novel, Fuckas backed 
her, overruling the recommendation of Helga Duty, who had emphasized 
how closely the editors in the MDV had worked with the author through 
four heavily rewritten drafts. Back went the text to the publisher, which 
then had to produce a fıfth draft before the book received a printing autho- 
rization. Fuckas also rejected the MDV's recommendation to authorize 
a memoir about a writer's childhood in Königsberg. Although the text 
remained. true to the Party line in its treatment of “real socialism,” it was 
too sentimental in depicting the author's mother and too indulgent in 


relating her father's accommodation with the Nazis. The editors insisted 


Communist East Germany: Planning and Persecution 191 


that they had worked hard with the author to correct those tendencies, but 
Fuckas sent the text back, enjoining them to work still harder.** 

Despite such episodes, the censors in Berlin did not treat the editors in 
the publishing houses as if they were underlings in a chain of command. 
The editors sometimes disregarded recommendations that reached them 
from the HV,9 and the exchanges took place in an atmosphere of mutual 
respect and shared professionalism. It was hardly necessary to remind 
anyone that the Party had a monopoly of power and that its members 
occupied all the key positions in the publishing houses as well as in the 
administration. But they exerted power in different ways at different points 
within the system, and there was room at every point for some degree of 
negotiation. The negotiating involved a variety of toles and relations— 
between authors and editors, editors and outside readers, the publisher and 
the HV, the HV and the Culture Division of the Central Committee, even 
among individuals occupying peaks at the top of the regime—Höpcke, 
Hoffmann, Ragwitz, Hager, and Honecker. And most important of all, it 
took place inside the author's head. Far from being limited to the pro- 
fessionals in the HV, therefore, censorship pervaded the entire system. It 
was accepted by everyone —authors and editors in addition to bureaucrats 
and apparatchiks—as an essential aspect of the process for transforming a 
manuscript into a book. 


HARD KNOCKS 


Yet the notion of negotiation hardiy does justice to the process. To con- 
centrate on the ordinary, business-as-usual side of censotship runs the risk 
of making everything seem too gentle. The regime tuled by violence, as 
it demonstrated in repressing the Berlin uprising of June 17, 1953, and as 
anyone could see from the 500,000 Soviet troops stationed throughout 
the countıy until the collapse of the GDR. Less visible but more pervasive 
were the activities of the secret police (Stasi). Authors and editors knew 


they were being watched and recorded, but they had no idea about the 


extent of the surveillance until the Stasi archives became available after 
the opening of the Wall.Lutz Rathenow discovered that his Stasi files 
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contained 15,000 pages.“ Erich Loest's ran to thirty-one dossiers, each 
of about 300 pages, merely for the years 1975-81. He first noticed that 
someone had tinkered with his telephone in 1976. After he read through 
his files in 1990, he learned that the Stasi had recorded all his phone con- 
versations, had mapped out every corner of his apartment, and had devel- 
oped such elaborate dossiers on all of his friends and relatives that the files 
could be read as a multivolume biography of him, more extensive than 
anything he could have reconstructed from his own memoty and papers.“ 
As dossiers continued to come to light, Fast Germans were appalled to 
learn that information had constituted the backbone of power in the 
police state, thanks to boundless collaboration— friends who informed 
on friends, husbands and wives who betrayed each other, even dissidents 
who teported on literary activities, among them Christa Wolf, who had 
btiefly cooperated with the Stasi as an “IM” (Inoffizieller Mitarbeiter, or 
infotmer) under the code name Margarete.* 

Although the density of the information gathering increased during 
the last decade of the regime, repression tapered off The GDR was con- 
sidered a bastion of Stalinism long after 1956, when Nikita Khrushchev 
initiated the uneven ptocess of de-Stalinization at the Tiwentieth Party 
Congress in the Soviet Union. But the severity of the sanctions against 
intellectuals varied according to the temperature of the time. The worst 
period occurred after the Soviet repression of the uprisings in Berlin in 
1953 and Poland and Hungary in 1956. Its effect on publishing can be 
appreciated by the memoirs of Walter Janka, who was purged as director of 
the Aufbau-Verlag in 1956 and revealed the full story of his persecution, 
with help from the Stasi files, after the fall of the Wall. 

It would be difficult to imagine a more tried-and-true Communist than 
Janka.9? From a workinge-class background, he led a Communist youth 
group until the Gestapo arrested him in 1933, when he was nineteen years 
old. After eighteen months in prison, he was exiled to Czechoslovakia; 
teturned to Germany as an underground activist; joined the anti-Franco 
forces in the Spanish Civil War; rose to be a commander of the Karl Marx 
Division; distinguished himself in many battles and was wounded three 
times; and at the end of the war was imptisoned with his troops for three 
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years. İn 1941, he escaped from prison and made his way to Mexico via 
Marseille, Casablanca, and Havana. He spent the war years in Mexico 
City as director (and typesetter) of a small publishing house, which pro- 
duced works by German exiles such as his friend Anna Seghers and Hein- 
rich Mann, two of the most prominent novelists. Back in Berlin in 1947, 
Janka worked full-time for the Party until he was appointed director of the 
Aufbau-Verlag, which he built into the most important East German pub- 
lisher of fiction and belles-lettres during the postwar period. By the time 
of the Hungarian uprising, he occupied a key position where politics and 
culture converged in the GDR. He was therefore well placed to intervene, 
when be received a phone call from Anna Seghers, who said that all com- 
munication with Budapest had been cut off and that Georg Lukâcs, the 
philosopher and literary critic who was one of Aufbau's most important 
authors, seemed to be in danger —presumabiy because he was a victim 
of the “counterrevolutionary” forces who had ovetthrown the Commu- 
nist regime, Seghers put Janka in touch with her friend and fellow author 
Johannes R. Becher, who was then the minister of culture, and Becher 
made arrangements for Janka to undertake a secret mission, with a car and 
driver furnished by the ministry, in order to negotiate the release of Lukâcs 
from whatever confinement that might have been inflicted on him. 

As Janka recounted it in his memoir, Sehwierigkeiten mit der Wahrheit 
(Difficulties with the truth), the rescue mission was called off at the last 
minute by Becher, who had been told by the Party chief, Walter Ulbricht, 
that the Soviets would sort things out. In fact, Lukâcs had not been cap- 
tured by the Hungarian revolutionaries. He had joined them and served 
as a minister in İmre Nagy's anti-Soviet government until the Soviets sup- 
pressed it. Although Nagy and others were secretly tried and executed, 
Lukâcs was eventualiy permitted to recant and to resume his philosophical 
work. Meanwhile, the Stasi carried Janka, handcuffed, off to prison. He 
was ordered to stand in front of a gigantic portrait of Stalin and then, 
after the handcuffs were removed, to strip and to submit to a body search, 
including all of his orifices. He was allowed to get dressed and marched 


off to a fetid, windowless, underground cell, where he remained separated 


from the rest of the world for eight months. He was interrogated, insulted, 
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and intimidated, but not tortured. His crime, he learned, was a conspiracy, 
which he supposediy had hatched with a group of intellectuals inspired by 
Lukâcs, to overthrow the Party and install capitalism. When he was finaliy 
put on trial, he saw Anna Seghers, Brecht's widow, Helene Weigel, and 
other prominent literary figures who were friends of his sitting in the front 
row. They sat there silentiy, staring straight ahead. The regime had reguired 
them to witness Janka's abasement as a way of signaling the start of a new 
cycle of Stalinization and of calling the intellectuals to heel. Janka had 
wanted to summon Johannes Becher to testify in his defense, for Becher 
had not only planned the abortive mission to rescue Lukâcs but had even 
proposed liberalizing intellectual life in the GDR by dismantling the cen- 
sorship office. But Becher was not available. He had taken a 180-degree 
turn, following the Party line, and the procedure in the courtroom con- 
formed to the classic, Stalinist type of show trial. Janka was not shot, but 
he was sentenced to five years of solitary confinement (no contact with the 
outside world, except for visits from his wife, which were limited to two 
hours per year) in Bautzen, the prison that the Communists had taken over 
from the Nazi concentration camp.” 

Janka recounted his arrest and trial without a hint of selfpity or dra- 
matization. İn fact, he noted that earlier petiods of Stalinism in the GDR 
had been worse. Intellectuals and political figures had been abducted, tor 
tured, and condemned in secret trials. Some had disappeared in Siberia. 
Some had gone mad and committed suicide.” Even though it did not egual 
other episodes in btutality, however, Janka's trial and imprisonment ini- 
tated a new wave of repression, which was intended to exterminate any 
ideological infection that might reach the GDR from Hungary and Poland 
or that might spread from intellectuals inside Fast Germany. Janka's con- 
nection with Lukâcs served as a pretext for a campaign to stamp outa 
supposed counterrevolutionary conspiracy that had formed in the offıces 
of the Aufbau-Verlag and Sonntag, a cultural weekly run by editors con- 
nected with Aufbau. Their staffs were purged; many editors were impris- 
oned; and they were replaced by apparatchiks who made sure that nothing 
was published that deviated from the Party line. The Stasi spread terror 


among intellectuals by arresting students, teachers, journalists, authors, 


Communist East Germany: Planning and Pevsecution 195 


and assorted “persons-who-think-differentiy” (Andersdenkender)—eighty- 
seven in all during 1957 After a slight thaw, therefore, Stalinism returned 
in full force in the GDR in 1957, It functioned as the sharp edge of cen- 
sorship, especially after the erection of the Berlin Wall in 1961, and it 
continued to inhibit publishing for the next two decades. 

The career of Erich Loest, an author who specialized in various genres 
of light literature, illustrates the recurrence of repression after the 19505, 
Like Janka, Loest recounted his experience in an autobiographical mem- 
oir supplemented by a volume of documents from the Stasi archives.? He 
belonged to a younger generation of writers at the Johannes R. Becher 
Literary İnstitute in the University of Leipzig, where they absorbed the 
broad-minded Marxism advocated by the philosopher Ernst Bloch and the 
literary scholar Hans Mayer—two professors under close surveillance by 
the Stasi. (Bloch emigrated to West Germany in the wake of the Janka 
affair, and Mayer remained until 1963, when he, too, went into exile) 
Loest stood out among their students, from the perspective of the Stasi, 
because he took part in uninhibited discussions about de-Stalinization. In 
November 1957, he was tried and sentenced to seven and a half years of 
strict imprisonment—also in Bautzen. After his release, he assumed that 
he could no longer play any part in the closed world of GDR literature, But 
one day he ran into his editor at the MDV, who suggested that he write 
detective stories, provided that he used a pseudonym and set the action in 
capitalist countries, where he could work in allusions to social evils. 

Loest churned out so many thrillers that he soon was able to support 
himself as an independent author. He kept a low profile, living modestly in 
Leipzig, and avoided contact with the Authors Union, from which he had 
been expelled. Despite his precautions, he occasionally ran into trouble 
with the censorship. An entire edition of a spy novel had to be pulped, 
because it contained a reference to a secret agent of the Soviet Union; 
and he had to make big cuts in a “krimi” set in Greece, because the cen- 
sors thought that descriptive passages could be taken as veiled allusions 
to problems in the GDR. But by 1970 Loest had established himself as a 
successful author, and his friends urged him to write more serious books. 


The MDV thought different. Its director, Heinz Sachs, who had 
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encouraged Loest both before and after his imprisonment, had dared to 
publish two controversial works, Nachdenken über Christa T (The Çuest 
for Christa T), by Christa Wolf, and Buridans Esel (Buridan's Ass) by Gün- 
ther de Bruyn; and he did so in 1968, when the Prague Spring and the 
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia touched off new fears about unrest in 
the GDR. Although the authors rode out the scandal, Sachs was forced to 
publish a confession about his ideological inadeguacy in Newes Deutsch- 
land, the official newspaper of the SED, and then was fired. Loest said that 
he became a schoolteacher, succumbed to alcoholism, and died in obscu- 
rity, a broken man. The new director of the MDV, Eberhard Günther, and 
its chief editor, Helga Duty, were apparatchiks who toed the Party line, 
according to Loest's account of his relations with them. They flatly refused 
to publish his Schattenboxen (Shadowboxing), a novel set in the GDR 
whose heto failed to resume a normal İife after serving a prison term in 
Bautzen. Another publisher, Neues Leben, found the manuscript accept 
able —except for one problem: the censors in the HV would not permit the 
use of the word Bautzen, which evoked an unhappy patallel between Nazi 
and GDR tyranny. Loest agreed to let his editor expunge it; and when the 
book appeared, he found that the editor, a sympathetic young woman who 
later decamped for West Berlin, had neglected, no doubt on purpose, to 
delete “Bautzen” in two passages of the text. 

In 1974, Loest began negotiating with the MDV about another novel, 
Es geht seinen Gang (lt goes its way), which dealt with an unacknowledged 
social problem of the GOR—namely, the difficulty of gualified young tech- 
nicians to get ahead in their careers. Günther liked the idea well enough 
to offer a pteliminary contract, but Duty and a subeditor found succes- 
sive drafts objectionable, and so did the outside readers whom they chose 
for treports. By 1976, Loest was in a relatively strong bargaining position, 
because his publishers had sold 185,000 copies of his books, which had 
gone through many editions. But he wanted badiy to travel to the West 
and therefore was willing to be flexible. At last, in April 1977, he and Gün- 
ther sat down at a table and bargained over a final draft. Günther, who had 
been a censor in the HV, found twenty-six passages politically unaccept- 
able. The “hottest chapter,” which contained provocative remarks about a 
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peace demonstration in which a police dog sank its fangs into the hero's 
buttocks, had to be drastically cut, Günther insisted; otherwise, he would 
refuse to send the manuscript to the HV, Loest protested but then took 
a ballpoint pen and struck out each of the offending sentences as Gün- 
ther pointed to them. They continued in this way for four hours, Günther 
insisting and Loest resisting: 


Then it was a matter of a word here, a line there, and the lack of 
clarity in a certain concept. After the ninth objection, 1 said, “Come 
on, Eberhard, let me win a few, It's necessary for my self-respect.” “Not 
the next one,” he answered. “But the one after that.” After three 
hours, the tension slackened, and 1 asked whether we couldn't pause 
for a friendiy drop of something. “First, just a few small things more,” 
he said. Eventually Günther no longer knew what his objection had 
been to certain turns of phrases. “That, there—not so important. 
That, there—Well, let it stay. That, there .. ”andi1 admitted, “Eber- 
hard, in this case, you are right.” 

Then we sat back, moved at the thought of what lay behind 
us. ... We felt respect for one another, like boxers who had slugged 
it out to the last round.” 


Suitably edulcorated, Es Geht seinen Gang appeared in 1978, both in the 
GDR and, with the permission of the Copyright Office, in the FRG. It was a 
big success. As a reward for his cooperation, Loest was allowed tö give talks in 
West Germany, where he was greeted by admiring audiences and publishers 
eager for copy. Then things cooled. The Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, West 
Germany influential daily newspaper, published an article that treated Es 
Geht seinen Gang as an indication of deep discontent in the GDR. The Party 
leaders, always sensitive to embarrassing publicity in the West, issued formal 
reprimands to Günther and Duty for having failed to keep adeguate control 
over the MDVs publications. Meanwhile, Loest drafted an autobiographical 
memoir in which he recounted his difficulties with the Party. Günther would 
not consider it, It could not be published in Fast Germany, he warned; and 
if it appeared in the West, Loest's career in the GDR would be finished. 
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Soon afterward, he delivered more bad news: the HV had refused to per 
mit the publication of a second edition of Es Geht seinen Gang. The inter 
diction might be lifted, he suggested, if Loest agreed to still more cuts; 
but Loest refused. As the first edition continued to circulate, the HV 
tried to mitigate its effect on public opinion by commissioning hostile 
reviews in two İeading GDR periodicals. It also ordered the Copyright 
Office to refuse Loest's reguest for a West German edition of his short sto- 
ries. Years İater, when he read through his thirty-one hefty dossiers in the 
Stasi archives, Loest discovered that these measures represented a large- 
scale campaign by the Stasi and the HV to incriminate him as an enemy 
agent. By March 1981, he had had enough. He realized that he could not 
continue as a writer in the GDR; and when he left on his next trip to the 
FRG, he remained there. 

By that time, West Germany had accumulated a large population of 
East German expatriates. The most famous of them was Wolf Biermann, 
the nonconformist poet and singer with a razor.sharp wit. He had been 
permitted to leave on a concert tour of the FRG in November 1976. Then, 
after he had given a performance in Cologne, the Party's Politburo dramat- 
ically stripped him of his citizenship and refused to let him return. Twelve 
prominent East German writers—including Christa Wolf, Stefan Heym, 
Franz Fühmann, and Volker Braun—signed a letter of protest, which was 
diffused by Agence France-Presse and was later supported by one hundred 
other intellectuals. A wave of unrest swept over the GDR, followed by a 
wave of tepression. Students were arrested, writers blacklisted, dissidents 
silenced. Sarah Kirsch, Jurek Becker, Günter Kunert, and other prominent 
authors went into exile. Jürgen Fuchs was imprisoned for nine months and 
then left for the FRG. Robert Havemann was put under house arrest and 
remained there for two and a half years. Stefan Heym was expelled from 
the Authors Union and excluded from East German publishing houses. 
Christa Wolf resigned from the central committee of the Authors Union, 
and her husband, Gerhard Wolf, was expelled from the Communist (SED) 
Party, as were Becker, Ulrich Plenzendorf, and Karl-Heinz Jakobs. Rudolf 
Bahro; the author of Die Alternative, a Marxist critigue of GDR society 
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published surreptitiously in West Germany, was arrested, sentenced to 
cight years in prison, and ultimately exiled. Other writers went into “inter 
nal exile.” Instead of attempting to negotiate with publishers, they wrote, 
as the current saying put it, “for the desk drawer” and lost hope in the 
promise of İiberalization. Erich Honecker had seemed to make that prom- 
ise six months after he assumed power, when he declared at the Bighth 
Party Congress, in December 1971, that there would be “no more taboos 
in art and literature.” The Biermann affair exposed the hollowness of 
that statement and suggested that writers would have to cope with a severe 
variety of censorship as long as they remained in the GDR.* 

Yet the writers who remained never abandoned their socialist con- 
victions, Despite the recurrent episodes of repression, they generally held 
on to their determination to work within the system. Of course, most of 
them had no other choice and therefore continued to pursue their careers, 
making compromises as necessity arose. But to describe them as careetists 
would be to ignore the constraints built into their world. They accepted 
the reality of what they knew as “real socialism” —a term they often used 
to describe the imperfect but superior character of East German society— 
and as far as one can tell, they retained their belief in its fundamental 
legitimacy. Christa Wolf, who never deviated from her commitment to the 
socialist ideals of the GDR, expressed this position when she waş inter 
viewed during a trip to Italy. According to a transcript of her remarks that 
was entered in the Party archives, she had accepted the censors' cuts in 


sixty pages of Kassandra, because she understood literature to play a par 
ticular role in real socialism: 


Literature in the GDR has a special function, far more than in West 
er countries. İt must perform tasks that in the West are fulfilled 
by journalism, social criticism, and ideological debate. People expect 
answers from authors about a whole range of things that are the con- 


cern of institutions in Western countries, 


She therefore embraced a telativistic notion of censorship itself: 


(...) Die Binsicht, daf unser aller physische Existenz 
von den Versehiebungen im Wahndenken sehr klelner 
Gruppen von Menschen abhângt, also vom Zufali, hebt na- 
dürlieh die klassische Âsthetik endgültig aus ihren Angeln, 
ihren Halterungen, welche, İetzten Endes, an den Geset- 
zen der Vernunfi befestigt sind. An dem Glauben, daf es 
solehe Gesetze gebe, weil es sie geben müsse. Eine tapfere, 
wenn auch boden-lose Anstrengung, zugleich der frei 
sehwebenden Vernunft und sich selbst cin Obdach zu 
sehaffen: in der Literatur. Weil das Setzen von Worten an 
Voraus-setzungen gebunden ist, die auferhalb der Litera- 
tur zu İiegen scheinen. Auch an ein Maf, denn die Âsthetik 
hat doch ihren Ürsprung auch in der Prage, was dem Men- 
schen zumutbar ist, 

Die Homeriden mögen die ihnen zuhörende Menschen- 
menge durch ihre Berichte von lange vergangenen Helden- 
taten vereinigt und strukturiert haben, sogar über die sozial 
gegebenen Strukturen hinaus. Der Dramatiker des klassi- 
schen Griechenland hat mit Hilfe der Âsthetik die poli- 
üseh-ethische Haltung der frelen, erwachsenen, mânnli- 
chen Bürger der Polis mitgeschaffen. Auch die Gesânge, 
Mysterienspiele, Heiligenlegenden des ehristlichen mittel- 
alterlichen Dichters dienten einer Bindung, deren beide 
Glieder ansprechbar waren: Gott und Mensech. Das höfi- 
sche Epos hat seinen festen Petsonenkreis, auf den es sich, 
ibn rühmend, beziehi. Der frühbürgerliche Dichter spricht 
in Hammendem Protest seinen Bürsten an und zugleich, sie 
aufrührend, dessen Untertanen. Das Proletariat, die sozia- 
listischen Bewegungen mit ibren revolutionâren, klassen- 
kâmpferischen Zielen inspirieren die mit ihnen gehende Li- 
teratur zu konkreter Parteinahme. — Aber es wöâchst das 
Bewuftsein der Unangemessenheit von Worten vor den 
Erscheinungen, mit denen Wir es jetzt zu tun haben. Was 
die anonymen nuklearen Planungsstâbe mit uns vorhaben, 
ist unsâglich; die Sprache, die sie exreichen würde, scheint 
es nicht zu geben. Doch schreiben wir weiter in den For- 
men, an die wir gewöhnt sind. Das .heiRt: Wir können, was 
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Two pages from the East German edition of Christa Wolf's Kassandra with a 
bassage from the uncensored West German edition that circulated secretly in the 
GDR. The passage was to be insevted at the top left of page 110 in the space 
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indicated by the ellipsis dots between the sguare brackets. Wolf agreed to the cuts 
made by the censors but had enough authority to reguire that they be indicated by 
the ellipsis dots. 
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Ido not know of any country in the world in which there is no ideo- 
logical censorship or censorship of the market. | don't consider myself 
a victim. | would be one if censorship turned into sel£censorship. | 
consider myself a fighter who wants to extend boundaries, who wants 


to expand the range of what one is permitted to say.” 


Having committed themselves in this way to the system, the most famous 
writers of the GDR received special treatment * They usually published 
their work simultaneously in both Germanys, always with permission, 
which the East German authorities were happy to give, because the GDR 
desperately needed West German marks and took the lion's share of 
the royalties. Of course, the Western editions often contained passages 
that the censors cut from the copies they permitted to circulate in the 
Fast, But the excised material reached readers in the GDR by means of 
smuggled copies or typed and photocopied reproductions of the relevant 
pages—that is, in effect, samizdat circulation. 

Christa Wolf had so much influence with the authorities that she 
reguired the HV to put ellipsis dots in seven passages where they had 
made cuts in Kassandra (1983) 9 The dots signaled to GDR readers that 
censoring had occurred, and it did so at a time when the Soviet bloc 
countries were protesting about the installation of medium-range Amer 
ican rockets in Western Europe. Then the full versions of the offending 
passages, typed out from the West German edition, circulated on slips 
of paper that could be inserted at the correct places. | was given a set of 
the inserts. After larding them into an East German copy of Kassandra, 
I found that the text came alive in unexpected ways. Here, for exam- 
ple, is a sentence that had been purged from the top of page 110: “The 
supreme commanders of NATO and the Warsaw Pact are discussing new 
increases in armaments in order to be able to counter their 'opponent's' 
presumed superiority in weapons technology with something of egual 
strength.”199 

To a Western eye, this sentence looks surprisingly unprovocative. Even 
an East German might slip past it without noticing anything suspicious. 
But the typewritten insert highlights it in a manner that brings out an 
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implicit message: the powers of destruction on both sides of the Cold War 
are pursuing the same policies; both are bent on destroying the “oppo- 
nent'—that is, they are morally egual, or egually immoral. Klaus Höpcke 
was perfectİy aware of this interpretation. In fact, he discussed it with Wolf 
in 1983. She defended her position, which he found incomprehensible, but 
he permitted the printing of the ellipsis dots.” 

In its İast years, therefore, the regime retreated guite a distance from 
its earlier Stalinism. It gave ground in negotiation after negotiation, just as 
the authors did from the opposite side, so that a middle ground emerged 
in which GDR literature developed an identity of its own. But there were 
always limits. What happened when authors pushed the boundaries of the 
permissible to the breaking point? A case study shows how far the system 
could be stretched until it ceased to be effective and in 1987—that is, 
before the fall of the Wall —censorship was abolished, at least in principle. 


A PLAy: THE SHOW MusT NoT Go ON 


Volker Braun stood out as one of the most talented and provocative writ- 
ers in the generation that came of age in the 19705. Born in 1939, he 
became a literary associate (dramaturge) in the Berliner Ensemble in the 
19605, where he assimilated the Brechtian tradition under the encourage- 
ment of Brecht's widow, Helene Weigel. By 1976, when he signed the pro- 
test letter against the expatriation of Wolf Biermann, he had published 
enough poetry and drama to command a large following among German 
readers, to be closely watched by the Stasi, and to have constant conflicts 
with the censorship at every level, from editors and publishers to the HV 
and ultimately the head of the state, 

To follow Braun's career through the Party archives is to observe the 
negotiating process between an author and the authorities at its most 
tortuous. The earliest document, from 1969, shows Braun in an angry, 
ultra-leftist mood, railing against the Party bureaucracy for the refusal to 
permit a performance of his play Hans Faust in Jena after its premiere in 
Weimar: “And by the way, what kind of lily-livered cowards are they, who 


are afraid of their own (Çommunist| ideas when they no longer remain in 
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the form of documents but become a performance or even life. They are 
only office workers of the revolution, who tremble before it in fear, like 
an official before his own bureaucracy.”9 A year later, Braun's editors in 
the MDV and the censors in the HV insisted that he rewrite many pas- 
sages in a volume of poetry, Wir und nicht sie (Us and not them) and that 
he abandon several poems altogether, including one entitled “Die Mauer” 
(The wall). He had managed to get a copy of the manuscript to Suhrkamp 
in West Germany, which published it in full, and for this act of insubor- 
dination, the HV refused a reguest he had made for permission to travel 
to Paris. It also turned down a proposal by the Academy of Arts that he 
be awarded the Johannes R. Becher Prize in 1971.94 By this time, Braun 
had established himself as a promising playwright, but his plays addressed 
ideological issues in a provocative manner, which caused mounting diffi- 
culties with the Party. During the 19705, three of them, Lenins Tod, Tinka, 
and Guevara, oder Der Sonnenstaat (Guevara, or the sun state), were sup- 
pressed in various ways—performances forbidden, texts cut, and publica- 
tion refused. Braun continued to protest and push for concessions, while 
proclaiming his loyalty to the Party line; and the Party leaders continued 
to parry his thrusts, while trying to manipulate him for their own ende. 
Hager explained their tactics in a letter to Ragwitz ordering her to prevent 
performances of a fourth play, Dmitri, in 1983: “I take the position that in 
the present circumstances the play Dmitri cannot be performed in any of 
our theaters, since it undoubtediy could be misunderstood on the part of 
Soviet comrades as well as by the Poles. ... That said, this play also shows 
that Volker Braun is a great talent and that it is necessary for comrades in 
the Berliner Ensemble as well as those in the Ministry and whoever deals 
closely with him to look after him.”© 

The Party's handling of Braun came to a climax in 1976-77, the years 
of the Biermann affair and of Braun's failure to stage Guevara as well as 
to publish an expanded version of Unwollendete Geschichte (Incomplete 
story), a short story that he had published in Sinn und Form, the literary 
teview of the GDR Academy of Arts. The story had created a sensation 
by recounting an unhappy love affair—one that evoked The Sorrows of 


Young Werther as well as an actual incident in Magdeburg—in a way that 
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exposed the smallmindedness of apparatchiks and disillusionment with 
.the unfulfilled promises of socialism as it existed in the daily lives of East 
Germans. On January 7, 1976, Ragwitz, Höpcke, Hoffmann, and five other 
Party leaders held a meeting—in effect, a war council—about how to deal 
with Braun and to clamp down on the growing insubordination of GDR 
authors, which was epitomized by Unwollendete Geschichte and an carly 
draft of Guevara. İn a report on their deliberations, they stressed the dan- 
ger of Braun's concept of literature. He saw it, they claimed, as a substitute 
for the state-controlled press and a force that could inspire the working 
class to seize power. İn his view, the workers had executed the socialist 
revolution in Hast Germany after the war, but power remained in the 
hands of apparatchiks. Therefore, by sharpening readers' consciousness of 
the realities in “real socialism,” literature could complete the process of 
revolution. They could easily silence Braun, they noted. But they did not 
want to make a dissident of him. Instead, they should “bind him to us” 
by a carefully orchestrated strategy: banish all discussion of him from the 
press; compel him to declare his stand on key issues; give him tempting 
commissions with a publishing house; publish an edition of his collected 
plays; promise to arrange a production of Guevara; and send him on a trip 
to Cuba, accompanied by a trustworthy Party member, so that he could 
gather material for the final version of his play.196 

With Hagers approval, Ragwitz began to execute this strategy two 
days later. According to a teport that she prepared for Hager, she con- 
fronted Braun in the office of a colleague, Manfred Weckwerth. Feeling 
unsure of himself and fearful of jeopardizing his standing in the Party, she 
explained, Braun had asked to see her. They dealt with him according to 
a prearranged scenario. Weckwerth turned on Braun as soon as he arrived 
and delivered a threat—he had better consider whether he could temain a 
Party member—then left the room, For the next hour, Ragwitz gave Braun 
a scolding. His latest writings were an attack on the Party and the state, 
she warned him, and they provided ammunition to the anti-Communist 
enemies of the GDR. If he did not want to be branded as a dissident, he had 
better declare his loyalty to the Party and repair the damage in his future 
publications. Braun seemed shaken. He was horrified, he said, at the way 
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Unwollendete Geschichte had been exploited by the enemies of the state. He 
offered to rewrite it, but he could not give up his conviction that a writer's 
duty under socialism was to criticize tbe social order. Ragwitz replied that 
it would not do for him to touch up his text. He would have to change his 
attitude and his behavior from top to bottom. Then he confessed that he 
worried about being considered a Maoist and compared to Biermann. He 
had heard that Hager had doubts about his ideological correctness, and 
that troubled him deeply, as Hager was “a kind of idol for him.” They ended 
the conversation at that point, after agreeing to keep it confidential and to 
continue it in further meetings, because Braun asked to have regular con- 
tact with Kultur and especially with Ragwitz. In assessing Braun's reaction 
at the end of her report, Ragwitz stressed that he seemed naive and unsure 
of himself, but that he would doggediy hold on to his erroneous view of 
socialism. Although they should not expect a sudden change of behavior, 
they could keep him on a short leash by the threat of expelling him ftom 
the Party and by the prospect of the trip to Cuba.“ 

Braun went to Cuba in February 1976, but his experience there did not 
lead to an unproblematic production of Guevara. Like his carlier work, it 
could be interpreted as an attack on the ossification of the tevolutionary 
spirit, for it made a hero of Guevara, who continued to foment revolution 
as a guerrilla in Bolivia, while Castro temained in charge of the bureau- 
cracy at home. To rearrange history as literature and to present a sacro- 
sanct figure on the stage was a delicate business, as Braun had learned 
from his failed attempt to dramatize Lenin's death in Lenins Tod—a daring 
enterprise, which had called down upon him the wrath of the Authors 
Union in 1971.98 Asa way of signaling his departure from a strict his- 
torical narrative, he opened Guevara with the heto's death in Bolivia, 
then switched back in time to his career alongside Castro, and ended the 
play with a scene in which he turned away from the established Cuban 
state, clutching a rifle and striking out for the new revolutionary frontier. 
A trial performance at the University of Leipzig in July 1976 did not go 
well, Some students from Cuba and Bolivia were horrified at the portrayal 
of Castro and denounced the play to the Cuban embassy. They also did 
not appreciate a subplot, entirely fctitious, which made Guevara out to 
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be the lover of Tamara Bunke, popularly known as Tania, the daughter of 
Fast German—Polish parents who had been born in Argentina and fought 
with Guevara as a guerrilla in Bolivia in 1966—67. Soon afterward, Hager 
received a memo recommending that the play be forbidden unless Braun 
made substantial changes.” 

Braun spent the next nine months negotiating with the authorities 
while trying to rewrite his script. At a meeting in July, Hager warned him 
about the necessity of modifying the characters and the plot in order to 
resolve “a host of ideological problems.”9 Braun eventualiy revised the role 
of Castro, toned down the İove story, eliminated passages that made the 
Communist Party look bad, and transformed Guevara into a Don Çuixote 
who died of asthma instead of in battle." With the agreement of the Party 
leaders, Ragwitz and Kultur gave permission for the play to be performed 
at the Deutsches Theater in the spring season of 1977 and also for the text 
to be published as a book."1? Rehearsals went into high gear. But thirteen 
days before opening night, the Cuban ambassador protested vehementiy, 
complaining that among many historical inaccuracies the play made Gue- 
vara out to be an opponent of Castro and “the Trotsky of the Cuban Rev- 
olution.”18 Meanwhile, Nadja Bunke, Tamara's Polish mother, who was 
then living in the GDR (like Guevara, Tamara had been killed in Bolivia), 
stormed into the Deutsches Theater, protesting that the play besmirched 
the memory of her daughter; and a directive from the foreign office warned 
that it contradicted “the international line of our Party.” By then, the 
political and institutional pressure had reached such a point that Honecker 
had to intetvene. He teceived a full briefing from the Culture Division of 
the Party's Central Committee, underlined key points in the dossier with 
his green felt pen (the pen that he used to record his reading of documents 
by initialing them in the upper-right corner), and on March 23 he decreed 
that the performance would be suspended indefinitely. 
Braun dashed off a letter to Honecker on the same day: 


Esteemed Comrade Honecker, 


lam turning to you at a moment in which there could be a turn- 


ing point in my İife. | say that in all seriousness. 
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The cancellation of the rehearsals for “Guevara” at the Deutsches 
Theater and at the Staatstheater Dresden is an arbitrary act, which 
calls all of my work for the Party into guestion. . .. 

I have kept silent about the impediment to my work for the the- 
ater that has occurred for many years (a dozen of the best directors 
could confirm this). I have kept silent about the prohibition of “Len- 
ins Tod” (and the conflict of conscience fought out in my heart). | 
could not accept a prohibition of “Guevara” without feeling uprooted 
from the society in which I write. | consider it my duty to inform 
the Party about it. If one doesn't feel his ground beneath him, how 
can one stand? Even if I had the strength to give up the positive 
effect of my work here and in the communist movement throughout 
the world, | am not capable of sharing responsibility for the negative 


effect of this suppression (on the ensembles, on the public). 


Honecker turned the matter over to Hager, who met with Braun on the 
following day and then reported back on the state of the playwright's 
psyche. It was bad. Braun regretted the impulsive, “harsh and impolite” 
character of his letter (Honecker underlined those words in the report), 
but it expressed his despair. If foreign policy could determine what plays 
were performed, then culture would lose its moorings, art would become 
divorced from the Party, literature would sacrifice its mission to develop 
a critical dialogue with power, and Braun would have to renounce it 
erature altogether. “He fears that his work will become meaningless” (a 
phrase underlined by Honecker). By abandoning it, he would be forced 
into another mode of existence, that of an “unperson.””7 i 

More meetings and memos followed. Hager and his assistant, Erika 
Hinkel, heard out Braun's continued İamentations.8 The Cuban ambassa- 
dor, who failed to appreciate Hager's explanation of Brechtian dramaturgy, 
kept up a barrage of protests about the misrepresentation of history on 
the stage. The players of the Berliner Ensemble, Brechtian to the core, 
bewailed their loss of time and money, and the Western press, fairly weli 
informed, teveled in the political-diplomatic-cultural debacle. But the 
show did not go on. Guevara went the way of Lenins Tod, and Braun, once 
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he had recovered from the disaster, shifted his attention to other works, 
especialiy a novel, Hinze-Kunze-Roman, which turned out to be even more 
contentious than Guevara.” 


A NOVEL: PUBLISH AND PuLP 


The publishing history of Hinze-Kunze-Roman, even more than the strug- 
gle over Guevara, shows how censorship operated at all levels during the 
final years of the GDR.!9 The text evolved through many stages and for 
mats, going back to the play Hans Faust, which was performed in Weimar 
in 1968.27 When it assumed final form as a novel in 1981, it expressed 
the culmination of a theme that runs through most of Braun's work. By 
contrasting Kunze, a high-level apparatchik, with Hinze, his chauffeur, it 
dwelt on the distance that separated the privileged Party elite ftom the 
dreary lives of ordinary people. Kunze inhabits a lavishly furnished house 
(it even has an atom-bomb shelter) and spends his time attending closed- 
door meetings and representing the Party at official ceremonies, although 
his dominant passion is skirt-chasing. Hinze lives in a run-down apart: 
ment and helps Kunze chase the skirts by pursuing them in an official 
Tatra with Kunze directing him from the back seat. It is predatory lust, 
not revolutionary ardor, that propels Kunze on his rounds. As his faithful 
servant, Hinze shares in the abuse of power and even goes so far as to 
share his wife, Lisa. Lisa lets herself be used but ultimately triumphs over 
both men, thanks to Party patronage supplied by Kunze and her determi- 
nation to seize control of her own life. 

Put so baldiy, the plot could seem to be a frontal attack on the Com- 
munist (SED) Party and its monopoly of power. But Braun leads the reader 
away from such a straightforward conclusion by employing elaborate sty- 
listic devices—unorthodox punctuation and sentence structure, shifts in 
the narrative voice, and the intetvention of the narrator himsel£, who 
becomes an actor in the story and addresses the reader in such a way as to 
disclaim responsibility for what takes place in it: “I don't understand it, | 


describe ir,” he insists throughout the text, and repeats disingenuously that 


everything is happening “in the interest of society.” To complicate things 
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further, Braun cloaks the action in literary allusions. The servant-mas- 
ter relation echoes themes ftom Don Ouixote, Don Giovanni, and espe- 
cially Diderot's Jacgues le fataliste, the model invoked explicitly at several 
points. Following Diderot, Braun presents his work as a “Galantroman,” a 
philosophical-erotic fantasy. Moreover, Hinze and Kunze can be construed 
as different aspects of the same man, rather like “Moi” and “Lui” in Diderot's 
Neveu de Rameau. The term means everyman in German, analogous to 
Tom, Dick, and Harry in English; and the interchangeability of the pair 
undercuts the idea of reducing their relationship to that of servant and 
master. 

Therefore, Braun could argue, nothing would be more misleading than 
to interpret his book as a political satire aimed at the Fast German tegime. 
He had composed it in the spirit of “real socialism,” a progressive kind of 
literature, dedicated to depicting life as lived by ordinary people and capa- 
ble of critical observations, though always, of course, “in the interest of 
society.” The modernist literary technigue was also progressive. It brought 
GDR literature into dialogue with advanced writing everywhere. To 
temain confined to the outmoded conventions of socialist realism would 
be to condemn GDR culture to obsolescence. This argument could (and 
did) shield Braun from attacks by conservative hard-liners within the Party. 
But it failed to account for three episodes that broke through the rhetor- 
ical patina dissuising the narrative's seditious thrust. The first depicted 
Kunze on a mission to a West German city (Hamburg in an early draft). 
Pursuing his obsession, he went straight to a brothel, where he learned 
that capitalism had certain advantages, because it offered sex directiy, for 
money.2 The second described a fantasy of Kunze's as he sat behind the 
Politbuto on the reviewing stand at an SED demonstration in honor of 
Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht. He imagined a spontaneous upris- 
ing of the masses, inspired by the ghosts of “Karl and Rosa” and all the 
revolutionaries of the heroic past, ajmed against the old apparatchiks on 
the stand, who represented the fossilization of the revolutionary spirit. 
The third was a dialogue between Hinze and Kunze about the arms race 
and the peace movement, which challenged the military and foreign pol 


icles of the GDR. When Kunze defended the investment in armaments as 
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a way to deter aggression from the United States, which had recentiy set 
up medium-range missiles in Western Europe, Hinze replied that this way 
of assuring “peace” by diverting resources to arms was ruinously expensive: 
“İt eats up progress and shits on prosperity.”2* These were the three parts 
of the book that seemed most reprehensible to the censors and that Braun 
refused most tenaciously to excise as the manuscript worked its way up 
through the system, from the publishing house to the Politburo. 

The text passed through all the institutions that constituted GDR lit 
erature and came into contact with all the toles distributed within them— 
author, editor, publisher, outside readers, censors in the HV, ideological 
guardians in the Party's Central Committee, members of the Authors 
Ünion, reviewers for literary journals, and ultimately the head of the state. 
'Tbe whole process took four years. It went through three phases of nego- 
tiation: in the publishing house, in the HV, and in the upper ranks of the 
Party. Volker Braun was drawn into all of them, but much of the maneu- 
vering took place behind his back, among individuals who were more 
intent on defending themselves than on purging his text. 

Braun submitted his manuscript to the MDV in Halle on July 16, 1981, 
For a year, the director, Eberhard Günther, and various editors negoti- 
ated with him over cuts, and he continued to make revisions, drawing on 
criticism ftom some trusted friends, notabiy two literary scholars, Dieter 
and Silvia Schlenstedt, and two prominent writers, Franz Fühmann and 
Christa Wolf. In July 1982, the editors produced two in-house reports on a 
tewritten version. TI hey expressed considerable respect for Braun, who by 
then had gained a reputation as one of the GDR's grcatest literary talents, 
but they found the manuscript problematic. Even after making allowances 
for his sophisticated narrative technigue, which cloaked his satire in ambi- 
guity, they emphasized that they could not accept his account of “GDR 
reality.” They persuaded him nevertheless to eliminate some “politicaliy 
and ideologically ... unacceptable” passages, and by December they had 
a manuscript that they considered sound enough to warrant inclusion in 
the Plan for 1984, even though it was not yet sufficientİy expurgated to be 


sent to the HV for a fınal printing authorization. Braun principal editor, 


Hinnerk Einhorn, summarized the situation in a publisher's report, which 
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was guardediy positive, but warned that the book was “too weak in social- 


ist Party-ness.”2! 


If the manuscript were to make it past the censors in the HV, that 
weakness had to be repaired. Therefore, Einhorn ttied to wring more con- 
cessions from Braun in a series of meetings that stretched from January 
until October 1983. Braun agreed to make some changes in phrasing, but 
he refused to yield on anything substantive, notabiy the three key epi- 
sodes that Einhorn considered unacceptable. There seemed to be no way 
to resolve the disagreement until two of Braun's friends, Dieter Schlenstedt 
and Hans Kaufmann, intervened. They were distinguished literary schol- 
ars who admired the first draft of the novel and also understood the pre- 
dicament of the publisher. On October 10, they negotiated a compromise 
at a meeting in Braun's apartment. He agreed to tone down the brothel 
scene and to rework several other passages; and the MDV, represented by 
its director, Eberhard Günther, its chief editor, Helga Duty, and Finhom, 
let him have his way with the other two episodes. They committed them- 
selves to accepting the revised text for publication; and to make it more 
acceptable to the HV—while protecting themselves agaihst criticism from 
within the Party—they asked Schlenstedt and Kaufmann to write two 
more reader reports. 

Braun/s friends came up with exactly what the publisher needed. After 
coordinating their strategy in advance, they made the case for publication 
in a way that reinforced the arguments of the editors and that anticipated 
potential objections by the censors in the HV. They also produced mas- 
terİy interpretations of Hinze-Kunze-Roman as a work of literature, paying 
tribute to Braun's virtuosity as a writer and suggesting just enough cuts— 
the kind that he could tolerate—for him to get the novel that he wanted. 
Schlenstedt acguitted himself so well at this task that he and Braun agreed 
to include a reworked version of his report as a postface to the text. It would 
orient the book's reception in a desirable direction, because it would func- 

tion as a “reading aid” which would help readers understand that Braun's 
sophisticated artistry was meant to strengthen the cause of socialism while 
satirizing aberrations and abuses.!? 

Censorship as practiced in East Germany reguired this kind of maneu- 
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vering when it came up against difficult cases. It involved brokering deals 
behind closed doors rather than following standard procedures inside 
offces. In fact, Hinze-Kunze-Roman reached this advanced stage in the 
negotiations only as a result of a confidential agreement that had been 
negotiated between Höpcke and Braun a year earlier. At a private meeting 
in Schlenstedt's apartment, Höpcke had agreed to favor the book's publica- 
tion; and in exchange, Braun had promised to blunt some of the sharpest 
phrases, although in the following months he did not follow through with 
enough self-censoring to satisfy Einhorn and the other ideological guard- 
ians in the MDV.? The deal struck on October 10 resolved this last diffi- 
culty, and in January 1984 Helga Duty completed the formalities reguired 
of the publisher and sent Hinze-Kunze-Roman on to the next stage in the 
process: approval by the censors in the HV. 

The dossier that she prepared for them conformed to standard proce- 
dure. In addition to the reworked text, it included all four readers' reports 
and a covering publisher's report, which she wrote in a way that empha- 
sized the editors? “hard, long struggle with the author.” Although they 
had persuaded Braun to make many cuts, she explained, they had failed 
to get him to expurgate important passages, which she cited in detail. 
Therefore, his intransigence left them with a difficult decision. Braun was 
one of the GDR's most important authors, one whose work was followed 
closely outside the country, and they could not extract any more conces- 
sions from him. Nonetheless, supported by the persuasive arguments of 
Schlenstedt and Kaufmann and “despite the objections that still existed” 
they reluctantly recommended publication.! The defensive chatacter of 
the report made its message clear: the professionals in the publishing house 
had done their job with exemplary ptofessionalism, and from this point on, 
Hinze-Kunze-Roman was the HV's problem, 

The person in charge of the dossier at the HV was Klaus Selbig, the 
head of the belles-lettres section. He had received a letter from Günther 
warning that the MDV could not assume responsibility for the difficul- 
ties that the book would cause; and after submitting the manuscript to 
several of his fellow censors, Selbig wrote a similar letter to Höpcke, As 
they read the text—and âs they read the teadings of the text submitted by 
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their predecessors—they realized that it confronted the HV with a diff. 
cult “political and cultural-political” decision.? In fact, the decision was 
too difficult for the ordinary censors in belles-lettres. Höpeke would have 
to take it. 

By this time, as he had promised Braun, Höpcke had already resolved 
to publish the book. The argument in favor of publication seemed strong, 
because GDR watchers in the West were ready to pounce on any sign of 
repression in the East, and Suhrkamp was prepared to produce an unex- 
purgated edition in the FRG, which would only further inflame the scan- 
dal if the Fast German edition were suppressed. Moreover, a humiliation of 
Braun, after so many earlier conflicts, would alienate him and the talented 
young authors who looked up to him. But while an increasingly impatient 
Braun was pressing Höpcke to issue a printing authorization, the Party's 
Central Committee had issued an order to prevent the publication of any- 
thing controversial in 1984, a “Jubilee Year,” which should be kept free 
from dissent while East Germans celebrated the thirty-five years of tri- 
umphant socialism that had occurred since the founding of the GDR in 
1949, Hinze-Kunxze-Roman had been tentatively scheduled for the Plan of 
that year. Therefore, Höpcke stalled its approval in the HV by reguesting 
yet another outside reader's report, this one from a Party hard-liner, Wer 
ner Neubert, a literaty expert in the Academy for State and Legal Stud- 
ies. Although Höpcke may have wanted to cover himself by consulting 
the conservative wing of the Party, he probably miscalculated, because 
Neubert produced such a blistering condemnation of the text that its fate 
seemed more problematic than ever. Despite the sophisticated exegeses by 
Schlenstedt and Kaufmann, he argued, there was no way to get around the 
book's fundamental flaw: its lack of commitment to “socialist Party-ness.””* 

When Neuberts report arrived in the HV, Selbig considered it so dam- 
aging that, as he advised Höpcke, the book could not be published. But 
Höpcke decided to use the report as a way to extract more concessions 
from Braun, working through Günther and Einhorn in the MDV. Back 
went the manuscript for more changes; once more did Braun and Ein- 


horn wrestle over the contested episodes; yet again did Braun refuse to 


make more cuts; and in the end another deal took place at a private meet- 
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ing between Braun and Höpcke. As a result, Braun agreed to make some 
additional changes, and Höpcke granted the printing authorization, which 
was fınaliy issued on January 4, 1985, clearing the way for publication in 
the summer. The editors, publishers, and censors took care to document 
each of these steps, and all the documents conveyed the same messages: 
Braun should not be alienated; a scandal should be avoided; and, above 
all, no one in the system should be blamed for failing to uphold the Party 
line, because as Helga Duty emphasized in yet another publisher” report, 
“Despite long, hard struggle, we could not bring the author to make the 
further changes that seemed essential to us.” 

İt remained to be seen whether that defense would persuade the 
most powerful figures in the Party, because at this point the history of 
Hinze-Kunze-Roman entered a new and brutaliy political phase. The first 
copies of the book arrived on July 22 in the wholesale distribution center 
for all GDR publishers (the Leipziger Kommissions- und Grossbuchhan- 
dels) located near Leipzig, and they began to appear in bookstores a few 
weeks later. Höpcke tried to cushion the shock by publishing a two-part 
review essay in Die Weltbühne, a cultural weekly, on August 13 and 20. As 
in Sehlenstedt's “Reading Aid,” he attempted to orient the book's recep- 
tion by emphasizing its literary gualities and downplaying its social criti- 
cism.” 'The Party's hard-liners were not impressed. Several of them sent 
denunciations of the book to Günter Mittag, the powerful secretary for the 
economy in the Central Committee. One attack, dated August 21, came 
from Kurt Tiedke, the rector of the Party Academy (Parteihochschule 
Karl Marx), a bastion of Communist orthodoxy. It described the novel as 
a shoddy, shameless misrepresentation of the Party policies and deplored 
the decision to permit its publication.”” Three diatribes in the form of 
memoranda also reached Mittag, and similar protests probably were sent to 
other members of the Politburo.38 They may have been part of a concerted 
campaign, because they contained the same arguments phrased in nearly 
the same manner, 

The memoranda raked over the text of the book in detail, guoting 
the most objectionable passages and adding exegesis from the Party” point 
of view. How should the novel be read? they asked. Not as a lighthearted 


z 
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satire inspired by Diderot, but as an all-out attack on the Party and its 
policies. Braun used sophisticated literary devices to disguise his funda- 
mental message; but by portraying Kunze as an immoral apparatchik, he 
made his meaning clear: “Such people rule over us. Everything about 
the novel—its account of sordid living conditions, empty lives, and per 
vasive pessimism—added up to an indictment of socialism as practiced in 
the GDR. Braun's satirical asides could not be dismissed as jests. What, for 
example, should a reader make of the following joke about the mentality 
and privileges of the Party elite: “They thought for everyone else, so they 
should also think of themselves. They were personally the best; they could 
have the best”7*9 Ir was not funny. It was defamatory. Similar remarks, 
scattered through the text, built up a picture of the GDR as a class society: 
the Party members at the top exploited the working masses below them. 
If read rightly, they amounted to an argument that the GDR had betrayed 
its revolutionary origins: “İn general, Braun conveys the impression that 
the socialist Revolution has spent itself and at present is meaningless.” A 
right reading contradicted the defense of Braun by Schlenstedi and Höp- 
cke. It could also be turned against other writers such ds Franz Fühmann, 
Günter de Bruyn, and Christa Wolf, who took advantage of the permis- 


siveness inherent in late-bourgeois literature to challenge Party orthodoxy 


in the same way as Braun.” Far from being limited to the peculiarities of. 


one novel, therefote, Hinze-Kunze-Roman should be taken as symptomatic 
of a general problem, a struggle over meaning that went to the heart of the 
GDRs ideological foundation. The memos that circulated within the Cen- 
tral Committee warned the Party leaders that this struggle was ultimately 
a guestion of power. To tesolve it, they would have to shift the ground of 
debate from hermeneutics to politics, and they would have to take political 
action. 

In the face of the gathering storm, the censors did their best to defend 
themselves, The MDV produced a long memorandum to justify its con- 
duct by describing the fouryear struggle of its editors to sanitize Braun's 
text. Thanks to their efforts, it atgued, the social criticism in Hinze-Kunze- 
Roman was essentially constructive—that is, in Marxist terms, limited to 


“non-antagonistic contradictions” and therefore ultimately parteilich, or 
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true to Party principles.!* Klaus Selbig wrote a similar memo (it even con- 
tained some of the same phrasing) to defend his colleagues in the HV. 
They had purged the book of many “disputable and unacceptable political 
ideological” elements,* but Braun had refused to accept all their demand. 
After much hesitation, they had decided it would be better to publish the 
book in its imperfect form than to reject it, because a rejection would 
be likely to undercut Braun's future creativity and to produce damaging 
publicity about the GDRs cultural politics. This memo went to Hager via 
Hoffmann. But at the same time, Hager received a memo from another 
source, probably Mittag, which developed the opposite argument: “This is 
a case of a nasty, shoddy piece of work in which the overal! policies of our 
Party and our state are distorted in the worst way and are attacked in many 
areas.”* Al the memos converged in Hager's office during the first week 
of September, when he had to reach a decision. He had long considered 
Braun a “great talent” who should be encouraged and looked after by pro- 
tectors within the Party.“ Yet the constant conflicts over the inadmissible 
passages in his works had made Hager realize that Braun often overstepped 
the permissible limits of satire.* Hinze-Kunze-Roman far exceeded those 
limits, and it had enraged some powerful members of the Party's Central 
Committee. What to do? 
On September 9, Hager ordered a halt to the distribution of the book. 
AlI the copies (4,295) that remained in the Leipzig distribution center 
were blocked, and all those still in the bookstores (6,670) were removed 
from the shelves.“* About 3,700 copies had been sold, and they included 
250 put up for sale at a “book premiere” on September 26 in which Braun 
was permitted to make some carefully self.censored remarks to a public 
composed mostİy of “young intellectuals.”* The authorities allowed this 
event to take place and claimed that the edition had been sold out, in 
order to avoid admitting that they had repressed it. They probabiy pulped 
all the confiscated copies, as normally happened when they banned a 
book that had already been printed; but the Suhrkamp edition appeared 
in West Germany, as had been arranged with the permission of the HV. 
It was therefore impossible to deny or disguise the repression, despite the 


transparent fiction that the edition had been sold out; and once the sales 


a 


be 
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had been stopped, the Party leaders had to decide what further measures 
to take, 

On September 9, while the otder went out to block the sales, Ursula 
Ragwitz sent another memorandum to Hager. She and her colleagues in 
Kultur had studied the text carefully, she explained. They were not taken 
in by its sophisticated wordplay. Braun refused to accept the leading role 
of the Party, the progressive policies of the state, and the legitimacy of 
socialism itself as practiced in the GDR. Certain episodes—especialiy the 
fantasy of a popular uprising in the spirit of Luxemburg and Liebknecht 
and the dialogue about armaments and the peace movemeni—would stick 
in the craw of the Party faithful. Having confronted Braun with his devi- 
ational tendeney long ago, Ragwitz recognized Hinze-Kunze-Roman as the 
culmination of the anti-apparatchik themes that ran through all his work. 
He should be called on the carpet and forced to defend himself in front 
of the executive board of the Authors Union and the Berlin branch of 
the SED. They could recommend that he be expelled from the Party, and 
further disciplinary action should be taken by HansJoachim Hoffmann, 
the minister of culture. Meanwhile, all reviews of the novel should be for- 
bidden in the daily press, and full-scale attacks on it should be published in 
two influential journals, Neve Deutsche Literâtur and Weimarer Beitrâge.'* 

According to the memorandum, Höpcke's behavior was even more 
unforgivable than Braun, because he was responsible for ensuring that 
correct literature reached the masses. In discussions with Kultur about 
the Plan for 1985, he had been warned about the objections to the book. 
But he withdrew it from the Plan and issued the printing authorization 
on his own authority, without consulting either Kultur or the Ministry of 
Culture. As grounds for this irregular behavior, Höpcke cited the read- 
er's reports of Schlenstedt and Kaufmann, but he ignored the damning 
report by Neubert and then went on to defend Braun (but really, in fact, 
himself) by his article in Die Weltbühne, which also did not have clear 
ance from Kultur. All these actions added up to a “serious political error,” 
which “defamed real socialism and gave ammunition to our enemies for 
their attacks against us”! Such misbehavior could not be ignored. It was 


up to the Party to decide how to punish it. 
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On September 16, Hager summoned Höpcke to defend himself at a 
meeting that also included Hoffmann and Franz Hentschel, Ragwitz's dep- 
uty in Kultur. How, Hager asked, could Höpcke justify permitting such a 
defamatory work to be published, especially at a time when they were pre- 
paring the Eleventh Party Congress? Höpeke replied with a long account 
of the attempts to get Braun to modify the text. After the last round of 
negotiations, which led to some important cuts, be said that he finally 
had to make a critical decision: either break with Braun and accept all 
the negative conseguences, or publish the book and face up to the criti- 
cism. Hager rejected that argument, citing many passages from the book 
that demonstrated Braun's hostility to socialism as it existed in the GDR. 
The dominant theme of the novel, he insisted, was an attack on the Party 
elite, which Braun derided for enjoying its privileges at the top of society 
while a powerless population suffered at the bottom. That was not accept- 
able social satire; it was rank defamation of the state, The report on the 
meeting ended with a series of resolutions, which called for a campaign 
in the press to discredit Hinze-Kunze-Roman and for measures to heighten 
vigilance in the HV and to enforce Party discipline in matters of culture.” 
Hager sent the report to Honecker, who underlined crucial passages in it 
and filed it away, presumably for use in a future meeting of the Politburo.!” 
In the following days, Höpcke received a strong reprimand from the Party 
(a setback that could bady damage an apparatchik's career); Selbig was 
fired from his position in the HV; and Braun was reguired to confront his 
critics in the Authors Union. But Hinze-Kunze-Roman was not formally 
forbidden, and Braun was spared public punishment, presumabiy because 
the regime wanted to avoid any further scandal. 

TTbe conftontation between Braun and the Authors Union took place 
at two meetings of the union's executive board, which were attended by 
large numbers of militant members. On September 26, Hager himself 
appeared before eighty members and delivered a general report about the 
critical situation of GDR literature. He referred to Hinze-Kunze-Roman as 
an example of the issues that needed to be resolved, especially relations 
between authors and the Party in the light of correct cultural politics. Most 


of those present had not yet read the novel, but several spoke up about the 
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importance of reinforcing socialist realism and of rejecting a tone of “res- 
ignation and pessimism” that had crept into recent publications. As the 
target of those objections, Braun replied that he had consulted the author 
ities at every stage and that he refused to accept the claim by some of his 
critics that his writing amounted to a rejection of socialism. Hager summa- 
tized the debate in a memo to Honecker, which ended with a recommen- 
dation that they do more to undercut the impact of Hinze-Kunze-Roman 
by exposing its “political deficiencies.”5* On December 12, Braun faced 
a more hostile gathering of fifty-four union members. Twenty speakers, 
led by Klaus Jarmatz, a Party hard-liner, attacked Hinze-Kunze-Roman; but 
this time Braun sat silentiy, letting the vituperation wash over him. When 
challenged to reply by Hermann Kant, another hard-liner, who was chair 
man of the board, he declined to answer the criticisms and merely said in 
self-defense that he had cooperated with the publisher and the Ministry 
of Culture. Evidentiy, he was determined to avoid polemics and to ride out 
the attacks, which continued unabated in the GDR press.55 Once calm 
had been restored, there was a possibility that the HV would permit a new 
edition. It had done so in the case of earlier literary scandals: that was what 
the censors meant when they told me that, after the publication of “hot” 
works, they would wait for time to pass—“let some grass grow”—until a 
new edition could be safely permitted. 

While the polemics died down, Braun took care to avoid saying any- 
thing inflammatory. He gave a reading in the Academy of Arts in Berlin 
without raising a storm, and with the permission of the GDR authorities 
he also made some appearances in West Germany, where the press tried 
to play up the Hinze-Kunze-Roman as “a German-German bomb” |''eine 
deutsch-deutsche Bombe”|5“ Braun kept the press at bay while he gave 
readings at the Frankfurt Book Fair and in Cologne. Hager office— 
and, no doubt, the secret police—received reports about all of his public 
appearances.57 Everything indicated that the East German authorities had 
successfully minimized damage from the “bomb.” By refraining from pun- 
ishing Braun and permitting him to travel in West Germany, they seemed 
to demonstrate their willingness to tolerate controversy. After all, they had 
never banned Hinze-Kunze-Roman; they had merely tried to stifle it. They 
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did so in secret, and insofar as they succeeded, they even opened up the 
possibility of tolerating a new edition. 


HOW CENSORSHIP ENDED 


While the afterlife of Hinze-Kunze-Roman hung in the balance, the world 
started to change. In March 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev took over the lead- 
ership of the Communist Party in the Soviet Union and began imple- 
menting a policy of glasnost (o0penness) and perestroika (restructuring). In 
1986, after the Twenty-Seventh Party Congress and the Chernobyl nuclear 
disaster, glasnosi—an ambiguous term that at first merely connoted open 
debate in the management of public affairs—turned into a movement for 
freedom of information. By June 1988, the Party had ceased to dominate 
political life in the USSR. Solidarity had transformed the power struc- 
ture in Poland; samizdat publications were spreading everywhere; and the 
Soviet empire was beginning to break up, yet the GDR remained ossified 
in a Party dictatorship derived from the system of Stalin. 

So much had occurred that wben a printing authorization for the 
second edition of Hinze-Kunze-Roman was issued on January 27, 1988 (for 
a relatively small pressrun of 10,000 copies), it was a nonevent.! Hager 
granted permission for the edition after teceiving a recommendation from 
Höpcke, who in turn had received a reguest from the MDV, After the book 
finally appeared on the shelves of bookstores, no tremors ran through the 
Party apparat and no one paid a great deal of attention to it.19 Meanwhile, 
other books—notably Horns Ende (Horn's End), by Christoph Hein, and 
Neue Herrlichkeit, by Günter de Bruyn—had produced similar scandals. 
Their publishing histories followed the same course, a struggle with cen- 
sors at every stage in their production and distribution.“ By the end of 
1987, the struggle shifted to censorship itself. 

For three days, from November 24 to 26, a large assembly of authors dis- 
cussed every aspect of their profession at a congress of the Authors Union 
in Berlin. It was an important occasion. Honecker, six members of the 
Politburo, and delegates from thirty countries attended the opening session. 
Despite the presence of Hager, Höpcke, Ragwitz, and numerous observers 
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from the Stasi, things did not go as planned. On November 25, de Bruyn 
used his place on the agenda to read a letter from Christa Wolf, who had 
remained at her retreat in Mecklenburg. It reminded the union members of 
the Biermann affair, the exclusion of dissidents, the emigration of talented 
authors, and the restrictions that inhibited those who remained in the 
GDR. Speaking for himself, de Bruyn denounced the grcatest restriction of 
them all: censorship. As the GDR refused to acknowledge that it existed, 
he said he would avoid a useless dispute over terminology and refer to it 
as “the practice of granting printing authorizations” (Druckgenehmigung- 
sbraxis).*! He demanded its abolition, if not immediately at least within a 
few years. No longer should the fate of books be determined behind closed 
doors. The responsibility for them should fall entirely on authors and pub- 
lishers. Literature should take place in the open. 

In a separate session earlier that day, Christoph Hein delivered an 


even more audacious speech: 


The printing-authorization procedure, supervision by the state, 
or to put it briefly and no less clearly, the censorship of publishing 
houses and books, of publishers and authors, is outmoded, useless, 
paradoxical, hostile to humanity, hostile to the people, illegal, and 


punishable.! 


Hein called for the immediate abolition of censorship—and in its place 
for a new set of institutions: autonomous publishing houses, honest book 
reviews, independent theaters, a free daily press, and freedom to travel 
abroad. He did not advocate the kind of publishing that prevailed in the 
West, because he considered it dominated by monopolistic market forces, 
which favored cheap bestsellers and trash. He cherished the GDR asa 
“land of reading” (Leseland), especially of “book reading” (Buchleseland), 
where literature served higher cultural purposes.“ The GDR should 
remain true to its socialist principles and support its cultural institutions, 
but it should free them from state control. 

Never before had East German intellectuals spoken out so boldy. Of 
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course, it was one thing to deliver speeches, another to transform insti- 
tutions. The institutional structure of GDR literature remained in place 
after the congress dissolved. The Berlin Wall—süll called the “antifas- 
cistic Protection Wall” (antifaschistischer Schutzwall) in official docu- 
ments"* still stood strong, marking the divide between hoştile camps in 
a Cold War that seemed likely to go on indefinitely. Yet the surrounding 
climate of opinion had changed, partiy in response to the fresh winds that 
blew from Moscow, and the Party leaders realized that they had to make 
adjustments. 

Höpcke and Hager met on February 18, 1988, to decide what measures 
to take. They agreed that the main responsibility for vetting manuscripts 
should shift from the HV to the publishing houses, but that could cause 
problems. Overall output would still have to be coordinated in a yearly 
Plan, which would include the annual! Plans submitted by each publisher, 
The HV would direct this operation and continue to control the availabil- 
ity of paper and presses. Everything should take place in such a manner as 
to avoid “cumbersome . . . bureaucratic measures.” But how? Höpcke and 
Hager only agreed that things should run smoothly, because, according to 
their estimate, 99 percent of the proposed publications would pose no diff- 
culty. Problem cases could usualiy be resolved at the level of the publishets, 
they asserted, and the publishers should be directed to work closely with 
certain authors, avoiding loose talk about “censorship.” Of course, some 
authors had to be excluded from the system, For example, nothing by Lutz 
Rathenow and Monika Maron should be allowed to appear in print. And 
despite the relative autonomy of the publishing houses, the ultimate deci- 
sions about printing authorizations must remain with the HV.55 

The minutes of this meeting give the impression that the men in 
charge of the system accepted the need for change and also rejected it. 
They continued to deny the existence of “censorship” in principle and 
to enforce it in practice. Above all, they could not release their grip on 
power. Their inability to resolve these contradictions also showed through 
the minutes of a meeting that took place nine months later. Hager told 
Höpcke that no “liberalization” should be allowed: 
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The state should not give up its rights, and the director of a publish- 
ing house is responsible to the state, It is incumbent on him to take 
relevant problems to the HV, just as the HV| can demand manu- 
scripts from the publisher. The cultural-political line (of the Party) is 
assured by long-term Plans and by the responsibility of the publisher 
and editors, Each publishing house must be aware that great demands 
will be made on it and that its responsibility will grow. Through this 
approach, a democratic method will be applied and excessive central- 


ization avoided.““ 


Höpcke interpreted these directives as best he could. At a meeting with 
the Authors Union on June 28, 1988, he gave a report on the Plan for 
1989, stressing the new procedures for obtaining printing authorizations. 
The final decision was to remain in the hands of the HV, but it would act 
guickly and would no longer reguire the publishers to submit a full dos- 
sier with the manuscript and readers? reports. A carefully argued reguest 
would suffice. Some union members expressed doubts about putting too 
much power in the hands of the publishers, but Volker Braun, who was 
present at the meeting, welcomed the new policy as “an exemplary case of 
the distribution of power . . . social democracy in action.” 

By this time, Braun was having his way in negotiations with the 
authorities, although the conflicts over drafts of texts and productions of 
plays did not end with the crisis over Hinze-Kunze-Roman. They came to 
a head in 1987, when Braun insisted on publishing a relatively unexpur- 
gated edition of Langsamer knirschender Morgen (Slow, grinding tomorrow), 
a volume of poems that contained enough contentious material to have 
occupied the editors in the MDV and the censors in the HV for four years. 
A printing authorization was granted and then suspended, owing to its 
“political aspect,” as Braun put it in a letter of protest to Hager. When 
he threatened to publish an uncensored edition with Suhrkamp in West 
Germany, Hager finally gave in.“ Braun also protested to Hager when the 
authorities refused to permit a performance of his play Nibelungen by an 
East German troupe in West Germany in May 1987. In this case, Hager did 
not put up any resistance, but the production had to be canceled, because 
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the actors, from the National Theater in Weimar, were not Reisekader— 
that is, personnel authorized to travel outside the GOR—and the state was 
doing everything possible to stop its citizens from escaping to the West.“ 
By February 1988, the tables had been turned. Braun was unhappy with 
the first performances of another play, Transit Ewropa, and wanted to can- 
cel the continuation of its run. But this time Hager objected to the pro- 
posed cancelation. Why? In a memo to a fellow member of the Politburo, 
Günter Schabowski, he explained that he wanted to prevent their enemies 
in the West from seizing on the cancellation and construing it as another 
case of cultural repression. He appealed to Braun in a phone call, and 
Braun consented to allow a few more performances.!” 

Episodes such as these, however trivial in themselves, indicated that 
a new tone had crept in to the relations between authors and the author 
ities, even though censorship continued and the power system remained 
the same, Braun's letters to Hager always remained respectful, but they 
became fairly casual, and Braun switched ftom the formal Sie to an inti- 
mate Du in his mode of address—a far cry from the deferential style he 
had adopted in 1971, when he first appealed for favorable treatment from 
the “Most esteemed Comrade Professor Hager.””! By 1988, however, letters 
from other writers sometimes sounded almost cheeky. Rainer Kerndl, a 
leading member of the Authors Union, negotiated long and hard with 
his publisher and the HV over Eine gemischte Gesellschaft (A disreputa- 
ble crowd), an adventure novel set in the Near East. They finally refused 
to issue a printing authorization, because the text did not correspond to 
the Party line on foreign affairs; and Kerndl sent an impertinent letter to 
Hager: “It would be important for me to know whether 1 must toss away 
the work of many months merely because an employee in some special 
department takes it upon himself to decide what people in this country 
are and are not permitted to read.2 Hans Schneider, a specialist in mik 
itary novels, protested in the same way, when someone in the Ministry of 
Defense blocked a second edition of Der Fall Tessnow (The Tessnow case), 
because it contained an episode involving a GDR border guard that was 


unacceptable on “political-ideological” grounds. How could a bureaucrat 


prevent the publication of a book that had cost him two years of work? he 
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asked in a letter to Hager. “This unfeeling injustice” infuriated him, and he 
wished that he could confront his opponent, who had assumed the role of 
a “censor.”P It would have been unthinkable a decade earlier for an author 
to protest about censorship, which supposediy did not exist, in a letter to 
a member of the Politburo. Things had changed in the GDR by the end 
of the 1980s. The change occurred invisibly, in the informal system of 
human relations, which determined the way things were done, while the 
old institutional structure remained in place. Censorship had not been 
abolished, but authors and censors alike expected new liberties to prevail. 

At a meeting on March 1, 1989, the PEN organization in the GDR 
passed a resolution protesting the imprisonment of Vâclav Havel in 
Czechoslovakia. Klaus Höpcke attended the meeting and signed the res- 
olution. Five days later, he was called on the carpet by his old opponents 
in the Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee. According to a 
report on the confrontation that Ursula Ragwitz submitted to Hager, Höp- 
cke defended his action and offered to explain the reasons for it to the 
Czech ambassador. But, Ragwitz insisted, there was no denying that he had 
interfered with the internal affairs of a fellow socialist country and that his 
endorsement of the PEN protest would be exploited in the propaganda of 
their common enemies.* Höpcke must have expected to receive some kind 
of punishment. İn fact, he later said that he had an informant among Rag- 
wit2's colleagues in Kultur. But the sanctions against him were relatively 
light, perhaps because he assumed full responsibility for his behavior in a 
forthright letter to Erich Honecker. The protest against the mistreatment 
of Havel was fully justified, he argued, and by supporting it he had not 
implied that there was anything incorrect in the way writers were treated 
in the GDR. In the end, Höpcke was merely suspended from his office for a 
few weeks, while the Politburo put out the story that he was ill.” 

Did the new aura of permissiveness mean that censorship had ceased 
to exist de facto in the GDR? No: the authorities continued to prevent 
the publication of books on “politicalideological grounds,” as they often 
expressed it in letters and memoranda to one another.” In April 1987, 
Hager and Honecker stopped the publication of Mir fehlte Spanien (1 miss 


Spain), the memoirs of Dolores Ibârruri, known as La Pasionaria, because 
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they were said to be tainted with rightewing Eurocommunism.# In May, 
Hager and Höpcke blocked the distribution of 4,100 copies of Widerstand 
1939 bis 1945 (The resistance 1939 to 1945), by Klaus Mammach, because 
censors in the HV had failed to spot its heresies about the Communist 
resistance to the Nazis during World War 11.9 In July 1989, the HV refused 
to give a printing authorization to Schreibt die Menschheit ihr letztes Kapitel? 
(İs mankind writing its last chapter?), by Erich Hanke, not because it was 
inadeguately Marxist, but rather because its dogmatic Marxism exagger 
ated the imperialistic and militaristic nature of the NATO powers to such 
an extent that it contradicted the Party line on peaceful coexistence. 
Daniil Granin's Sie nannten ihn Ur (published in English as The Bison), 
circulated freely in the Soviet Union after its publication in 1987, although 
it recounted the career of the geneticist Nikolay TimofeeffRessovsky in 
a way that reflected badiy on the connections between science and pol- 
itics in the Soviet system. But what could be tolerated in the USSR was 
too much for the authorities in the GDR. It received a printing authoriza- 
tion from the HV and was produced at a pressrun of 15,000 copies. Then, 
in June 1988, its distribution was frozen, and it remained blocked in the 
Leipzig warehouse until well into 1989, when at last it was released.*! 

No, censorship never stopped, not even during the relatively tolerant 
last years of the GDR. Authors continued to complain about manuscripts 
rejected for “political-ideological” reasons. Publishers still declined to take 
chances with “hot” works. The HV refused printing authotizations, and 
the Party İeaders intervened to block the publication of works that failed 
to conform to the Party line even when the Party began to lose its grip on 
power. The process of negotiation, accommodation, resistance, and com- 
promise went on at ali levels, as it had done in earlier years, as if it could 
go on indefinitely. What, then, finally brought an end to censorship in 
East Germany? The fall of the Wall. Soon after the Wall was breached 
on November 9, 1989, the government fell apart, the Party splintered, the 
state collapsed, and nothing remained of the censorship system, except 
the censors themselves, who sat at their desks with nothing to do, trying 
to make sense of it all and to explain their experience to a naive outsider, 
when | showed up in their office at 90 Clara-Zetkin-Strasse, 


Concluston 


aving got to know censorship in three authoritarian regimes, 

it now seems opportune to revisit a guestion that was left 

hanging at the beginning of this book: What is censorship? 
The guestion is legitimate, but it belongs to a category of conceptual traps 
that the French call guestions mal posees—badiy put guestions, which can 
point the search for an answer in the wrong direction. (f censorship were 
defined too tigidiy, it might be understood as an autonomous phenomenon, 
which operates evetywhere in the same way, no matter what the context. 
In that case, the historian would be tempted to treat it as a thing-imitself 
and to tıy to follow it through a body politic as if it were analogous to 
a radioactive substance being traced through a bloodstream. An ethno- 
graphic approach avoids that danger, and it also serves as a way to avoid 
trivializing the concept of censorship by associating it with constraints of 
every kind. 

The trivialization of censorship as a concept contrasts with the expe- 
tience of censorship among those who suffered from it. Authors, printers, 
booksellers, and middlemen have had their noses sliced, their cars cut off, 
and their hands amputated; they have been exposed in stocks and branded 
with hot irons; they have been condemned to tow for many years in gal- 
leys; they have been shot, hanged, beheaded, and burned at the stake.' 
Most of these atrocities were inflicted on book people during the early 


229 


230 CENSORS AT WORK 


modern period. Nothing comparable appears in the sources consulted 
for this study. Yet examples from the preceding pages show that milder 
punishments could cause severe suffering: Mlle Bonafon, thirteen years 
of imptisonment in a convent for writing a political fairy tale (Tanastös); 
Mukunda Lal Das, three years of “rigorous imprisonment” for singing sug- 
gestive songs (“The White Rat”); Walter Janka, five years of solitary con- 
finement for publishing an author who fell out of favor (Lukâcs). Those 
punishments might be considered as constraints and lumped together with 
all the other impediments and inhibitions that set limits to expression. But 
the constraint of imprisonment operates differentiy from the forces of the 
marketplace. It is inflicted by the state, which has a monopoly of power. If 
one publisher refuses my manuscript, 1 can tıy to sell it to another. | may 
fail and feel oppressed by the sheer weight of capitalism, but autocratic 
states close off such alternatives. There was no appeal from the Bastille, 
the sweltering prisons of Mandalay, or the gulag. 

Not that all states imposed sanctions in the same way. Their actions 
might be arbitrary, but they clothed them in procedures that had a tincture 
of legality. One of the striking aspects of the dossiers from the Bastille is 
the effort by the police to ferret out clues and establish guilt by rigorous 
interrogations, even though the prisoners had no legal defense. Under the 
pressure of circumstances, trials in the British Raj returned the expected 
verdicts, yet they adopted elaborate ceremonies to act out the rule of Brit 
ish law and affiırm the fiction of freedom of the press. Janka's conviction 
in Berlin was a ceremony of a different kind: a show trial orchestrated in 
Stalinist fashion to İaunch a purge and to signal a change in the Party 
line. The line determined İegitimacy in a system that had no room for civil 
rights. East German censors had to hew to it when they went over man- 
uscripts, In doing so, however, they had to make interpretations —of the 
Party line, the text, and the compatibility between the line of the Party 
and the lines in the text. When they argued with authors and with one 
another over specific passages, they were drawn into hermeneutical bat- 
tes. Censorship in all three systems was a struggle over meaning, It could 


involve decoding references in a roman â clef or wrangling over Sanskrit 
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grammar or reading between the lines of a picaresgue novel; but it always 
involved interpretive debates. 

The debates reguired consideration of reader response —a favorite sub- 
ject among literary theorists today and a practical problem for the censors 
at all times.” Reading was an essential aspeet of censoring, not only in 
the act of vetting texts, which often led to competing exegeses, but also 
as an aspect of the inner workings of the state, because contested read- 
ings could lead to power struggles, which sometimes led to public scandal, 
as in the case of De VEsprit, Nil Durpan, and Hinze-Kunze-Roman, Scan- 
dals occurred often enough for those in power to constantiy calculate the 
effects a book might produce when it reached the public, whethet sophis- 
ticates in le monde or planters in the mofussil or students in Prenzlauer 
Berg, The archives contain reports on those effects and the ways readers 
responded, discussing, declaiming, and performing texts. Some of the doc- 
uments reveal how readings were refracted within different sectors of the 
state and how they were superimposed on one another —for example when 
Kurt Hager read Ursula Ragwitz's account of her reading of Klaus Höpcke's 
reading of Dieter Schlenstedts reading of Hinze-Kunze-Roman, 

In one of the most influential studies of censorship, Leo Strauss, who 
was a refugee from Nazi Germany as well as a distinguished philosopher 
and literary scholar, claimed that censors are by nature stupid, because they 
lack the ability to detect meaning hidden between the lines of unorthodox 
texts. The studies in this book prove the opposite. Not only did censors 
perceive nuances of hidden meaning, but they also understood the way 
published texts reverberated in the public. Their sopbistication should 
not be surprising in the case of the GDR, because they included authors, 
scholars, and critics. But eminent authors also functioned as censors in 
eighteenth-century France, and the sutveillance of vernacular literatures 
in India was carried out by learned librarians as well as district officers 

with a keen eye for the folkways of the “natives.” To dismiss censorship 
as crude repression by ignorant bureaucrats is to get it wrong, Although 
it varied enormousiy, it usually was a complex process that reguired talent 


and training and that extended deep into the social order. 
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It also could be positive. The approbations of the French censors tes- 
tified to the excellence of the books deemed worthy of a toyal privilege. 
They often resemble promotional blurbs on the back of the dust jackets on 
books today. Column 16 in the secret “catalogues” of the India Civil Ser 
vice sometimes read like modern book reviews, and they freguentiy lauded 
the books they kept under surveillance. While acting as censors, Fast Ger 
man editors worked hard to improve the guality of the texts they vetted. 
So did the experts who wrote the readers reports and the full-time censors 
in the HV, who defended the annual Plans against the apparatchiks in the 
Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee, whom they despised 
as philistines. Despite its ideological function, the reworking of texts had 
resemblances to the editing done by professionals in open societies. 

It also led to collaboration between censors and authors, often closer 
than in the authoreditor relations that exist today in the publishing houses 
of Paris, London, and New York. Some French censors worked so closely 
with writers that they were drawn into virtual co-authorship. The texts of 
their approbations, printed in the book, cannot be divorced from the body 
of the texts that they recommended. Approbations, privileges, and dedica- 
tions all received a careful going-over from the administration in charge of 
books, and all appeared inside the books as parts of a single whole. While 
keeping a ctitical eye on vernacular literature, officials in the India Civil 
Service sometimes intervened to encourage it, giving subsidies and prizes 
to writers who, they believed, might someday produce something like a 
European novel.* From start to finish, the novels of the GDR bore the 
marks of intervention by the censors. They resulted from a collaborative 
process of writing and rewritine—to such an extent, that some censors 
complained that they had done most of the work, 

Collaboration took place through negotiation. In authoritarian sys- 
tems, writers understood that they operated in a real world, where agents 
of the state held the power to control and repress all publications. Most 
conttols were directed at newspapers and other news media, not at books, 
which are the subject of this study. But books often threatened to upset the 
monopoly of power, and they were taken seriously by the authorities, even 


those at the top of the system, including ministers in Versailles, London, 
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and Berlin. Negotiation occurred at every level, but especially at the early 
stages when a text began to take shape. That did not happen in the Raj, 
where censorship was restricted to post-publication repression, nor did it 
affect the literature that circulated outside the system in eighteenth-cen- 
tury France. But even Voltaire, when he published legal or guasi-legal 
works, negotiated with censors, their superiors, influential intermediaries, 
and the police. He knew how to manipulate all the gears and levers of the 
power apparatus, and he was an expert in using it for his benefit.” For East 
German authors like Erich Loest and Volker Braun, negotiation was so 
important that it could hardiy be distinguished from the publication pto- 
cess. They sometimes spent more time haggling over passages than writing 
them. The parties on both sides understood the nature of the give-and- 
take. They shared a sense of participating in the same game, accepting its 
tules, and respecting their opposite number. 

Far from being helpless victims, authors could sometimes play a strong 
hand. In eighteenth-century France, they used protectors to lobby the 
directeur de la librairie. If they failed to get at least a tacit permission, they 
could send their manuscripts to presses in Holland or Switzerland, much 
to the chagrin of the French authorities, who deplored the losses inflicted 
on the domestic economy by competition from abroad. Indian writers 
had no eguivalent outlet, but they sometimes appealed for support from 
backbenchers in Parliament or the secretary of state for India in London, 
who freguentiy crossed swords with the viceroy in Calcutta. East German 
authors used similar tactics, especialİy if they attracted enough attention 
to be known as dissidents. They could threaten to publish books in West 
Germany, and they could stir up enough controversy to expose the GDR's 
pretention to favor a progressive variety of cultute, free of repression and 
censorship. Yet the adversarial nature of author-censor relations should 
not be exaggerated. The opponents often became friends. In the course 
of their negotiations, they were absorbed into a network of players and a 
system of relations that operated within the boundaries of official institu- 
tions. İt was a human system, which mitigated the rigidity of censorship as 
the direct expression of reason of state. The legal loopholes in France, the 


support of accomplices İike James Long in India, the Spielraum, or toom for 
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maneuver, in East Germany (including the blank spaces left in the annual 
Plans) combined in different ways to make censorship work. 

Because complicity, collaboration, and negotiation pervaded the way 
authors and censors operated, at least in the three systems studied here, it 
would be misleading to characterize censorship simply as a contest between 
creation and oppression. Seen from the inside, and especialİy from the 
censor5 point of view, censorship can appear to be coextensive with litera- 
ture, Censors believed that they made literature happen. Instead of doubt 
ing their good faith, it would be more effective to treat it as an ingredient 
of the system. No system can operate by sheer coercion, not even in Notth 
Korea today or the Soviet Union in the 19305 or England at the height of 
the tyranny of Henry VUL All systems need true believers. Insofar as they 
erode belief, authoritarian regimes impair their own functioning: that, 
too, is a historical process, which in the case of the Soviet empire can be 
measured by the growing cynicism of the intelligentsia. I was surprised to 
find that the censors of the GDR remained committed to its principles 
even after its collapse. The censors under the Ancien Regime in France 
certainly subscribed to its values, above all the principle of privilege, even 
when they deviated from them, as in the case of Cr&billon fıls, who wrote 
novels of the kind that he would never have approved in his capacity asa 
proud censeur royal. To the judges of the British Raj and the Indian libtar 
ians who prepared its catalogues, liberalism was perfectiy compatible with 
imperialism. To perceive compatibility among the contradictory elements 
of a cultural system is, I believe, to testify to the power of its hold on the 
“natives” It can be argued that religions draw strength from their ability 
to confront contradictions and to mediate them—for example, by helping 
their adherents to reconcile the belief in a beneficent creator with the 
experience of evil and suffering. 

Without minimizing the disaffection and disbelief that also devel- 
oped under authoritarian systems, 1 think it important to recognize that 
censors and authors often shared a commitment to the kind of literature 
they produced together. Literature, in the three cases studied here, was 
not confined to the creation of imaginative works of fiction. It involved all 


sorts of writing and all kinds of roles in the process of producing, distribut- 
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ing, and consuming books. Authors played only one role at the beginning 
of the process (authors wrote texts; editors, designers, and printers made 
books); and readers often determined the outcome at the other end. In 
between, all sorts of middlemen intervened, each with connections out 
side the system—to coachmen, for example (Tanastös reached readers in 
Paris by being smuggled in coaches from Versailles), or district officers 
(they supplied the information that went into the “returns” on books in 
India), or periodical editors (they published the reviews used to manip- 
ulate the reception of Hinze-Kunze-Roman). Beyond them all, literature 
took place within a larger context: the cosmopolitanism of Enlighten- 
ment and French culture in the eighteenth century, the competition of 
imperial powers and the resistance to them by nationalist movements in 
the nineteenth century, and the power struggeles on both sides of the Cold 
War in the second half of the twentieth century. In each case, the nature 
of literature itself was culturally specific. Literature inhered in cultural 
systems with configurations of their own and core principles around which 
they crystallized: privilege, in the case of Bourbon France; surveillance, in 
British India; and planning, in Communist East Germany. 

Those shorthand deseriptions hardiy do justice to the abuses of power 
that occurred in all three systems. In each one, power assumed many 
forms, pervading all aspects of literary life and constituting literature as 
a subsystem within the social order. Should we therefore go as far as some 
poststructuralist theorists and see censorship in every expression of power 
and in constraints of every kind, including the marketplace as understood 
by Marxists and the subconscious as studied by Freudians? 1 think not. If 
the concept of censorship is extended to everything, it means nothing, It 
should not be trivialized. Although I would agree that power is exerted 
in many ways, | think it crucial to distinguish between the kind of power 
that is monopolized by the state (or other constituted authorities such as 
religious organizations in some cases) and power that exists everywhere 
else in society. Censorship as I understand it is essentialiy political; it is 
wielded by the state.“ 

Having ventured dangerously close torelativism, therefore, | would back 


away from it—just as ethnographers do in the field when they encounter 
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“native” practices that violate their own principles. Can an anthropolog- 
ical approach to censorship be reconciled with commitment to culturalIy 
distinct categories such as the right to freedom of speech enshrined in 
the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution? Anthropologists often feel 
pulled in opposite directions, like the two dogs who crossed paths at the 
Polish—Czech border, according to a joke recounted by Poles in the 19705. 
“Why are you going to Czechoslovakia?” the Czech dog asked. “1 want 
to eat,” the Polish dog answered, “and why are you going to Poland?” “I 
want to bark,” said the dog from Czechoslovakia. Freedom of speech has 
to accommodate contrary urges, including the need to make ones way ina 
harsh world and the need to protest against the harshness. 

For help in sorting out this problem, one can consult the testimony 
of writers who experienced censorship fairly recently under autocratic 
regimes. Older evidence, such as the famous Diary of a Russian Censor 
from the mid-nineteenth century, and documents leaked ftom Communist 
countries, such as The Black Book of Polish Censorship, provide supplemen- 
tary information; but the memoirs of accomplished authors give access to 
insiders' understanding of how censorship affected them, especially in the 
psychological tealm that is most difAcult to penetrate: self-censorship. 

Consider Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn's account of his experience in The 
Oak and the Calf, published in 1975, a year after his expulsion from the 
Soviet Union. When you open it, you expect to encounter the voice of a 
prophet, cıying in the wilderness; and you won't be disappointed, for Sol 
zhenitsyn casts himself as a Jeremiah. Yet he recounts much of his story in 
a surprising register: shrewd, ptecise, ironic, and sociologicaliy tich obser- 
vations of how literature functioned as a power system in a Stalinist society. 
We meet him first in the gulag, During eight years of labor in the prison 
camps, he writes about the misery around him, and he continues writing 
after his release while living miserably as a teacher. He writes in isolation 
and with total freedom, because he knows he cannot publish anything, His 
words will not be read until long after his death. But he must keep them 
secret. He memorizes them, writes them in a minute hand on thin strips 
of paper, and rolls the paper into eylinders, which he sgueezes into a bottle 


and buries in the ground. As manuscript follows manuseript, he continues 
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to hide them in the safest, most unlikely places. Then, to his amazement, 
Khrushchev denounces the excesses of Stalin at the Twenty-Second Party 
Congress in 1961, and Aleksandr Tvardovsky, the editor of Novy Mir, the 
most impottant review in the USSR, proclaims a readiness to publish 
bolder texts. Solzhenitsyn decides to take a risk. He rewrites, in milder 
form, the work that will eventually break through the wall of silence about 
the atrocities of the gulag under the title “A Day in the Life of Ivan Den- 
isovich” and he submits it to Nowy Mir. 

At this point, Solzhenitsyn's narrative turns into a kind of sociology. 
He describes all the editors at the teview, their rivalries, self-protective 
maneuvers, and struggles to stifle the bomb that he has planted in their 
midst. Aleksandr Dementyev, the intelligent, duplicitous agent of the Cen- 
tral Committee of the Party, sets traps and erects barriers during editorial 
conferences, but Tvardovsky is torn. As a genuine poet with roots in the 
peasantıy, “İhlis first loyalty was to Russian literature, with its devout belief 
in the moral duty of the writer.” Yet he also felt compelled by “the Party's 
truth.* In the end, he prevails over his own doubts and the doubters on 
the staff, and he goes over the manuscript line by line with Solzhenitsyn, 
negotiating changes. Solzhenitsyn is willing to make them, up to a point, 
because he understands that the text must be modified enough to pass 
through the obstacle course that constitutes literary teality. The course 
itself is described—eaked copies, huddled conversations in corridors of 
power, a reading before Khrushchev in his dacha, and approval by the 
Presidium (Politburo). The official censors, kept in the dark, are horrified 
when they see the proofs. But they praise the book when it goes to press, 
having been informed at the last minute that it received the approval of 
the Central Committee. The work creates a sensation, and it could have 
been followed by the other books that Solzhenitsyn has prepared; but he 
holds them back, unwilling to make the necessary modifications—a stra- 
tegic mistake, he sees in retrospect, because the window of opportunity 
wili close when Brezhnev succeeds Khrushchev in 1964 and a new wave 
of Stalinization shuts down genuine İitetature, driving Solzhenitsyn, now 
notorious, into exile. For all its vivid detail, backed up by a great deal of 


documentation, the story does not come across as a journalistic expos&. 
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Nor does it invoke a Western view of freedom of speech. In a specificaliy 
Russian idiom, it proclaims a prophetic view of literature as a vehicle of 
truth.? 

Milan Kundera writes in a different idiom—ironic, sophisticated, 
steeped self.consciously in centuries of European literature. He, too, con- 
fronted censorship at a moment when Stalinism opened up long enough to 
expose its fault lines, then closed again, eventually driving him into exile. 
Literature and other arts, notabiy fılm, revived in Czechoslovakia during 
the 19605, despite the heavy-handedness of the Communist regime. The 
Party itself succumbed to reformers determined to install “socialism with 
a human face” in January 1968, when Alexander Duböek became its first 
secretary. Censorship was abolished during the wave of reforms known as 
the Prague Spring, and it was restored soon after the Soviet invasion in 
August. A year earlier, in June 1967, the Authots Union held a congress, 
which in retrospect looks like a prelude to the Prague Spring. Kundera and 
other writers used it as a forum to demand gteater freedom. In his address 
to the congress, Kundera invoked literature as the vital force behind “the 


vE 


very existence of the nation,” “the answer to the nation's existential gues- 
tion,” and he denounced censorship, after guoting Voltaire, in the lan- 


guage of natural rights: 


For the ttuth can only be reached by a dialogue of free opinions 
enjoying egual tights. Any interference with freedom of thought and 
word, however discreet the mechanics and terminology of such cen- 
sorsbip, is a scandal in this century, a chain entangling the limbs of 


our national İftetature as it tries to bound forward.“ 


Could such a statement appear in print? Literdrni noviny, the Czech 
eguivalent of Novy Mir, intended to publish it with the proceedings of the 
congress, including a resolution to abolish censorship. This was too much 
for the censors in the “Central Publishing Board,” which resembled the 
HV of East Germany. They tefused to let the issue go to press and sum- 


moned the editor of Literdrni noviny, Dusan Hamsik, along with members, 


of its editorial board to meet with them and Frantisek Havlfcek, head of 
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the Central Committee's Ideological Department, the Czech counterpart 
to Kultur in the Central Committee of the GDR. According to Hamsik's 
account, the meeting turned into a hard-fought struggle over every article 
in the issue, above all the text of Kundera's speech. Kundera himself was 
present, and he wrangled with Havlicek, line by line, fighting over every 
clause and comma, He could not simpiy refuse to negotiate, because the 
writers wanted their manifesto to be published and to reinforce the publics 
resistance to Stalinism, He won some points and lost others, insisting all 
the while on “the absurdity of censoring a text that protested against all 
censorship.”! In the end, he managed to save nearly everything that he 
had written, But when he left the meeting, he was miserable. “Why did 1 
knuckle under?” he complained to Hamsik. “1 let them make a complete 
idiot of me. .. . Every compromise is a dirty compromise.”2 Soon afterward, 
the Party Central Committee phoned to say that it could not accept the 
compromise after ali. The proceedings were never published. And Kundeta 
was enormousiy relieved, 

In Hamsik's description of this episode, Kundera appears as “a difficult 


”B a writer of such unbending commitment to his art that he felt 


customer, 
sickened by any degree of complicity with the political authorities. When 
the crisis came, however, he was willing, like Solzhenitsyn, to trim his 
prose in order to break the Party's hold on literature. He, too, understood 
literature as a force that forged the national identity, although he associ- 
ated it more broadly with the rise of European civilization.* It had such 
transcendent importance for him, in fact, that he could not stomach the 
negotiation and compromise that determined literary life in all Stalinist 
regimes, By making him comyplicit in its tyranny, even when he resisted, it 
violated his sense of his self, 

The inner sense of wounded integrity also comes through Norman 
Manea's account of his dealings with the censors in Communist Roma» 
nia during the 1980s, when Nicolae Ceauşescu had established a totalitar- 
ian regime outside the sphere of the Soviet Union. Manea insists on the 
“human reality” on both sides of the power divide—corrupt and canny 
officials pursuing their own ends within the state and ambitious authors, 


trying to advance their careers in a system dominated completely by the 
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Party. As one of the authors, Manea hoped to make a breakthrough with 
his novel The Black Envelope, which contained some carefully obligue crit- 
icism of the totalitarianism around him. Owing to the fiction that censor- 
ship had been abolished, he did not teceive the censor's report on his book, 
only a copy of the text that the censor had vetted. About 80 percent of it 
was marked for deletion or revision, without any accompanying explana- 
tions. Manea struggled to puzzle out the objections and tewrote the text 
extensively, then submitted it through his publisher, as before. The rewrtit 
ten version was rejected, again without an explanation. There seemed to 
be no way out of this impasse, until the publisher took a chance. He sent 
the text to an “outside” reader, a retired veteran of the censorship system 
whom he knew through his contacts in the human network that got things 
done behind the façades of the official institutions. Coming from a non- 
censor, this censor's report could be shown to Manea. It gave a penetrating 
and intelligent reading of the book and proposed major changes. Painful 
as they were, Manea adopted the recommendations of his “shrewd censor- 
teacher,” for they represented his only hope of continuing to exist in the 
world of literature. The strategy worked, the edition sold out, and in the 
wake of its success, Manca was forced into exile, In 1988, he emigrated 
to America, where he discovered “freedom”—not an order unbound by 
constraints, but a complex system that reguired compromises of its own, 
including some imposed by “the harsh laws of the marketplace.”” While 
acknowledging the hard realities of exercising freedom in a democracy, 
Manca insisted on the distinctions that made it fundamentaliy different 
ftom what he had experienced in Romania. When he looked back on the 
cuts he had accepted in The Black Envelope, he did not repret the excision 
of critical passages so much as the whole process of compromise and com- 
plicity, and the toll it took on him. In the end, he concluded, “The censor's 
office won.”8 

Danilo Ki$ underwent a similar experience in Communist Yugosla- 
via, although Stalinism there took a milder form than in East Germany, 
Czechoslovakia, or Romania. When he reflected on his attempts to cope 
with censotship, he stressed its invisible character—the informal pressures 


exerted by publishers and editors, who acted as censors while exercising their 
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professional functions, and, above all, the pervasive power of self-censorship. 
The inner, self-appointed censor, he wrote, is the writer's double, “a double 
who leans over his shoulder and interferes with the text in statu nascendi, 
keeping him from making an ideological misstep. It is impossible to win out 
against this censor-double; he is like God, he knows all and sees all, because 
he comes out of your own brain, your own fears, your own nightmares.”” 
Czeslaw Milosz carried this argument further by describing how intel- 
lectuals in Poland subjected themselves to censorship as “involuntary 
subjective control”? — that is, an internalized assimilation of Communist 
doctrine inflicted not by force but by a need to find significance in the wake 
of World War TI and the conguest of their country by its old enemy, Russia, 
with a new weapon, Stalinist dialectics. They had experienced the horrors 
of history up close, so close that it undid their sense of reality. How could 
someone who had seen friends massacred and Warsaw leveled maintain a 
belief in the meaningfulness of the sguabbles of the literary avantgarde 
before the war or believe in the cheerful, postwar view of the world that 
existed in parts of the West—the kind, for example, that was then being 
painted by Norman Rockwell for covers of the Saturday Evening Post? Dia- 
lectical materialism, Soviet style, explained how history was transforming 
reality in great waves, which had engulfed Central Europe, soon would 
flood Paris and London, and eventually would drown the philistines in 
America. Authors like “Alpha,” Miloszs fellow traveler through literary 
circles in the 1930s and 19405, found psychological relief and material sup- 
port by embracing the official certainties. Milosz described the trajectory 
of their inner and outer lives, using artificial mames, in order to explain 
their submission to total state control. For them and for him, the turning 
point came with the imposition of “socialist realism,” which he understood 
not merely as an aesthetic directive but as a totalizing doctrine “concerned 
with the beliefs which lie at the foundation of human existence. In the 
field of literature it forbids what has in every age been the writer's essential 
task—to look at the world from his own independent viewpoint, to tell 
the truth as he sees it, and so to keep watch and ward in the interest of 
society as a whole.” Milosz committed himself to this mission of literature 


in 1951, at the height of Stalinism, when he went into exile. His decision 
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to cut himself off from his country and his culture was, as he put it, more 
visceral than philosophical, “a revolt of the stomach.” Yet it expressed a 
determination “to keep alive fteedom of thought.” 

When exiles from the Soviet system invoked “freedom” and “truth,” 
they were not appealing to the protection of the First Amendment or 
speaking as philosophers. They were using words to describe their expe- 
tience of censorship as a force operating in specific circumstances, a force 
that determined the nature of literature in an oppressive political system. 
“Freedom of speech” served as a standard against which to measure the 
oppression. İt did not apply to constraints of all kinds, although many kinds 
had weighed on the lives of the writers. Freedom for them was a principle 
made meaningful by the experience of its violation. Experiences varied, of 
course, and the variations make it hopeless to search for a general propo- 
sition that would encompass all of them, including some that have been 
studied up close, such as censorship under apartheid in South Africa.” 
Even within the Soviet system some writers wrote, rewrote, cut, and spliced 
accounts of their experience, including forced labor in the prison camps of 
Siberia, according to detailed directions from the censors, and they did so 
willingiy, convinced of the Party's capacity to guide them to the truth.”* 

Terms like “truth” and “freedom” may seem misplaced in a discussion 
of the complexities that constituted censorship in the Soviet empire. In 
using such abstractions, the exiles from the system did not minimize the 
historical contingencies in which they found themselves. On the contrary, 
they emphasized the constant need for negotiation and compromise as the 
Party line shifted and authors changed tacks while attempting to make 
their way through the hard tealities of the world they knew as literature. 
They also understood that literature in what Westerners called the “free 
world” suffered from constraints. Does their experience argue for a relativ- 
istic notion of freedom? 

Hegel notwithstanding, I doubt that absolutes exist in history. All 
events occur in contexts, and all actions are hedged in with constraints. To 
take seriously the testimony of writers who were silenced or who silenced 
themselves under Stalinist regimes is not, however, to eguate their experi- 
ence with that of anyone who finds it diffcult to publish a book. Nor is it to 
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conflate twentieth-century modes of silencing with ways of stifling voices 
in other times and places. Historians are not eguipped to tote up degrees of 
iniguity in different periods of the past. But we cannot avoid making value 
judgments, and we should be able to recognize the way our values shade 
our understanding, just as we acknowledge the conceptual framework that 
shapes it. In deseribing approaches to the history of censorship, we can 
string together opposites—the normative versus the relative, the empirical 
versus the theoretical, the liberal versus the poststructural—but they fail 
to do justice to the complexities of experience. Rather than facing either/ 
or alternatives, I would prefer to shift the ground of the debate. 

An ethnographic view of censorship treats it holistically, as a system of 
control, which pervades institutions, colors human relations, and reaches 
into the hidden workings of the soul. By taking such a broad view, ethno- 
graphic history can do justice to the different ways that censorship opet- 
ated in different societies. It can avoid reifying censorship and reducing 
it to any formula, including even violations of declarations of rights. Far 
from contesting the validity of those declarations, it takes them seriously 
as elements in cultural systems. Yet it doesn't flatten out all distinctions in 
an attempt to create a level playing feld for scientific investigation, 

Anthropologists learned long ago that to understand an alien point of 
view they must enter into dialogue with the “natives” in a way that sharp- 
ens their consciousness of their own viewpoint.” Fieldwork in the archives 
brings the historian up against appalling examples of oppression. In describ- 
ing some of them, this book is meant to explain how censors did their job, 
how censorship actually operated, and how it functioned within authori- 
tarian systems. İn studying its operations, | have İearned to acguire greater 
respect for principles that I share with other citizens in our peculiar part of 
the world and our moment in history. 1 understand that the First Amend- 
ment does not extend beyond the jutisdictional limits of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion, but | believe in the right to freedom of speech with all the fervor of my 
fellow citizens, despite the scorn of sophisticates who deride “First Amend- 
ment pieties.”* While attempting understanding, one must take a stand, 


especialiy today, when the state may be watching every move we make. 
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censorship in eighteenth-century France, the best in my opinion is Raymond 
Birn, Royal Censorship in Eighteenth-Century France (Stanford, 2012). Nicole 
Herrmann-Mascard, La Censure des livres â Paris â la fin de 'Ancien Rögime, 
1750-1789 (Paris, 1968), is heavily derived from the groundbreaking work of 
J-P. Belin, Le Commerce des livres prohibes & Paris de 1750 â 1789 (Paris, 1913), 
But there is much of value in more-recent work, notably William Hanley, “The 
Policing of Thought in Eighteenth-Century France,” Studies on Voltaire and the 
Eighteenth Century 183 (1980), 26593; Barbara Negroni, Lectures interdites: Le 
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travail des censeurs au XXVİlle siğcle, 1723—1774 (Paris, 1995), Georges Minois, 
Censure et culture sous ÜAncien Regime (Paris, 1995); and Edoardo Tortarola, 
İnvenzione della libertâ di stampa: Censura e scrittori nel Settecento (Rome, 2011). 
Two publications connected with my own research in the papers of the Direc- 
tion de la librairie are “Reading, Writing, and Publishing in Eighteenth-Cen- 
tury France: A Case Study in the Sociology of Literature,” Daedalus (Winter 
1971), 214-56, and “Censorship, a Comparative View: France, 1789—East Ger 
many, 1989” Historical Change and Human Rights: The Oxford Amnesty Lectures 
1994 (New York, 1994), 101-30, 

Abbe Geinos, Nov, 24, 1750, Bibliothögue nationale de France, ms. fr. 22137, 
document no. 103. 

Lagrange de Ch&cieux, Sept. 6, 1759, ms. fr. 22138, no. 2. 

Simon, May 2, 1752, ms. fr. 22139, no. 113. “This manuscript, preceded by a pre- 
liminary discourse, lacks the grand and florid style that is warranted by its sub- 
ject matter. But although simple, it is written soundiy, and it can make known 
the advantages and the perfections to be provided to all men in.general by the 
virtues that are analyzed therein. As a whole, it is full of interesting historical 
touches that are relevant to the virtues being analyzed and also of anecdotes 
that can amuse the reader while instructing him by edifying maxims. Not hav- 
ing found anything in this manuscript that could be an obstacle to its printing, 
I believe I must approve it.” 

For example, de Mareille, May 4, 1752, ms. fr. 22138,no, 111, on a Vie de Grotius. 
Lagrange de Checieux, Nov. 6, 1757, ms. fr. 22152, no. 190. 

Undated report by abb& Foucher, ms, fr. 22137, no. 90. 

Undated report by Deguignez, ms. fr. 22137, no, 135. 

Le Blond, Oct. 2, 1752, ms. fr. 22138, no. 38. In a similar report, undated, de 
Parcieux rejected a mathematical work as “a confused mishmash of a prodi- 
gious guantity of arithmetical guestions in which one cannot find any order or 
method. ... The author resolves his guestions the way a worker from Limousin 
mixes plaster. ... You can't İearn a thing from one end |of the manuscripti to 
the other; or if you could learn something, it would be very badiy. We already 
have far too many of these books that teach poorly.” Ms. fr. 22139, no. 3. 

An unsigned and undated report, ms. fr. 22140, no. 12. 

Delaville, Nov. 23, 1757, ms. fr. 22138, no. 19. “It's a compilation done without 
taste and discernment. . . . | found this work detestable in its substance and in 
its form.” 

Foucher, Jan. 17, 1754, ms. fr. 22137, no. 94. 

Remond de St. Albine, April 29, 1751, ms. fr. 22138, no. 78, refusing to give an 
approbation to a play. “The substance of this play is too trivial, and this fault is 


not offset by any charm in the dialogue. In general, the work is faulty in its style, 
and the author is even guilty of several grammatical errors. The large number 
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of false rhymes, which are everywhere in the play, will especially give offense to 
everyone of any delicacy. I don't see any other reason to forbid the printing of this 
play, aside from the damage that is being done to the honor of French literature 
by the excessive profusion of works that are not worthy of the readers' attention.” 
Guiroy, July 24, 1753, ms. fr. 22137, no. 136. An unsigned and undated rejec- 
tion of an anti-Jansenist work was egually blunt. Its substance was perfectly 
orthodox, but “flhere is throuphout the work a preat deal of gibberish, good 
arguments developed in a very weak manner, verbiage, innumerable sentences 
that are not even French.” Ms, fr. 22140, no. 17. 

Undated report by Simon, ms. fr. 22139, no. 107. “This novel is poorly written, 
bad in its style, most of its terms being incotrect and not proper French. This 
little tale is without any verisimilitude, and the puerile adventures it relates 
are not interesting enough to amuse the reader. Not having found the slightest 
usefulness or instruction for the public, 1 find 1 must refuse to approve it.” 

De Bougainville, Aug, 26, 1751, ms. fr. 22137, no. 33. 

Ibid. 

C.G. de Lamoignon de Malesherbes, Memoires sur la librairie et sur la libert& de 
la presse (1809, written in 1788; reprint, Geneva, 1969), 300. 

The regulations governing the book trade issued on Aug. 30, 1777, created a 
new category, the “permission simple,” which permitted the nonexclusive right 
to republish a text whose privilege had expired. It made explicit the right of an 
author to obtain a privilege, which he and his heirs could possess forever. But 
authors normally transferred their privileges to the booksellers who published 
their works. In such cases, the edicts of 1777 limited the duration of a privilege 
to the life of the author and a minimum of ten years. Sce Arr&t du Conseil d'Etat 
du Roi, portant röglemeni sur la durde des privilöges en librairie. Du 30 aoft 1777, 
reprinted in Antoine Perrin, Almanach de la librairie (Paris, 1781), which itself is 
available as a reprint: Almanach de la librairie (Aubel, Belgium, 1984; preface by 
Jeroom Vercruysse). 

The correspondence and reports concerning this affair are scattered through 
ms, fr. 22138, nos. İ5İ, 160, 161, and 168, and ms. fr. 22149, nos. 18—24. 
Marguis de Marigny to Poncet de La Grave, April 17, 1755, ms. fr. 22149, no, 
65. “To accept the dedication of a work would be to give ita public apptobation.” 
The documents concerning this affair are in ms. fr. 22149, nos. 59-74. 

Monerif to Poncet, Oct. 13, 1735, ms. fr. 22149, no. 67: “1 can only repeat what 
I had the honor to tell you concerning my practice of not approving any work 
about the arts without the consent of persons whom the king has charged with 
their administration. I do not solicit them, nor do | resist them when they make 
their views known about such works.” 

Poncet to Malesherbes, Oct. 21, 1755, ms. fr. 22149, no. 69, reporting the conver 
sation in which Monerif told him, “1 know it is my duty as a censor. But 1 would 
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disoblige M. de Marigny, who indicated to me that he does not want this book 
to be published.” 

Ibid. 

Given the incomplete and uneven nature of the sources, it may be nearly as 
difficult to do a fullHedged, sociological study of censors as it is to write a social 
history of authorship in eighteenth-century France. But the censors are listed 
in the annual volumes of the Almanach royal, and they left many traces of their 
carecrs in the Collection Anisson-Duperron of the Bibliothâgue nationale de 
France. Using these and other documents, William Hanley is preparing a tig- 
orous biographical dictionary, which will make it possible to develop a proso- 
pography or collective profile of all the censors during the last five decades of 
the Ancien Regime. See William Hanley, A Biographical Dictionary of French 
Censors, 1742-1789 (Ferney-Voltaire, 2005), vol. 1 (A-B), 

Ön the social and professional character of the contributors to Diderot's Eney- 
clopedie and its immediate successor, the Eneyclopddie methodigue, see Robert 
Darnton, The Business of Enlightenment: A Publishing History of ihe Encyclopddie, 
1775-1800 (Cambridge, Mass., 1979), 437.47, 

“M&moire sur İ&tat ancien et actuel de la librairie, pr6sent& â M. de Sartine, 
directeur gönâral de la librairie et imprimerie, par les syndic et adjoints en 
charge au mois de mars 1764,” Bibliothögue nationale de France, Collection 
Anisson-Duperron, ms. fr. 22063, fol. 136 verso, 

Terrasson to Malesherbes, March 5, 1758, ms. fr. 22146, no. 61: “Moreover, Mon- 
sicur, at present | am in no rush to examine books. The Chancellor d'Agues- 
seau, on his own initiative and in connection with his intention of favoring me, 
put me on the list /of censorsl, owing to several reasons, one of which was that 
my father had been a censor for a long time. As that Jintention) has not been 
fulfilled, | now am in a situation in which 1 can devote myself to other work.” 
These figures are based on the names listed in the annual Almanach royal, but 
censors continued to be İisted after they had ceased to function; so the numbers 
are approximate. The closest study of the censors as a group is the thesis by 
Catherine Blangonnet, “Recherche sur les censeurs royaux et leur place dans la 
soci&tö au temps de M. de Malesherbes” (Ecole des Chartes, 1975). Not having 
had access to this typescript, 1 have relied on the summaries of Ms. Blangon- 
net findings in Daniel Roche, “La Censure,” in Histoire de Vfdition française: Le 
livre triomphant, 1660-1830, ed. Roger Chartier and HenriJean Martin (Paris, 
1984), 91, and Raymond Birn, La Censwre royale des livres dans la France des 
Lumiğres (Paris, 2007), 101-31, which contains a great deal of additional mate- 
rial. My own research in the same sources confirms many of Birn's conclusions, 
For slightly different statistics on the numbers of censors, see Robert Estivals, La 
Statistigue bibliographigue de la France sous la monarchie au XV1le siğele (Paris, 
1965), 50, 
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Estiyals, La Statstigue bibliographigue de la France sous İa monarchie. Different 
registers of reguests for different types of permission to publish inevitabiy lead 
to different statistical conclusions. For a discussion of this problem and further 
guantitative analysis, see the essays collected in Livre et sociğt& dans la France 
du XVillöme siğcle, ed. François Furet (Paris, 1965 and 1970). For a summary 
of reguests for privileges and tacit permissions that takes account of these 
complexities, see Henri-Jean Martin, “Une croissance s&culaire,” in Histoire de 
Vddition française, vol. 2, Le livre tiomphant 1660-1830, ed. Roger Chartier and 
Henri-Jean Martin (Paris, 1984), 97-100, 

Act 5, scene 3: “Provided that in my work I do not discuss authority, nor religion, 
nor politics, nor morality, nor men in power, not influential organizations, nor 
the Opera, nor any other theatrical productions, nor anyone of any importance, 
I may print everything freely, under the inspection of two or three censors.” 
Max Weber, “The Development of Bureaucracy and Its Relation to Law,” in Max 
Weber: Selections in Translation, ed. W. G. Runciman (Cambridge, 1978), 341-56. 
According to Le Grand Robert de la langue française (Paris, 2001), vol. 1, p. 1755, 
the word bureaucratie was coined by the economist | -C.-M.V. de Gournay, who 
died in 1759, See also Ferdinand Brunot, Histoire de la langue française des orig- 
ines â nos jours (Paris, 1966), vol. 6, pt. 1, 445--47. Louis-Sebastien Mercier in 
his Tableau de Paris (Amsterdam, 1783 ed., reprinted and edited by Jean-Claude 
Bonnet, Paris, 1994), vol. 2, p. 572, included a chapter called “Bureaucratie,” 
which emphasized the arbitrary power exercised by state employees hidden from 
the public view: “Bureaucracy. A word created recentiy to designate in a concise 
and forceful manner the extensive power of ordinary clerks who, in the various 
offices of the ministry, promote a multitude of projects which they make up or 
often find under the dust of their office, or promote because of their personal 
taste or mania.” 

For analyses of the dysfunctional aspects of the administration in eighteenth- 
century France, see Marcel Marion, Les Impöts direcis sous VAncien Regime: Prin- 
cipalement au XVileme siöcle (Paris, 1910); Herbert Lüthy, La Bangue protestante 
en France, de la Röwocation de VEdit de Nantes â la Revolution (Paris, 1959); and 
J. E Bosher, French Finances, 1770-1795, from Business to Bureaucracy (Cam- 
bridge, 1970). 

Pierre Grosclaude, Malesherbes: Tömoin et interprâte de son temps (Paris, 1961). 
According to references in Malesherbes's correspondence, the Thursday audi- 
ences were crowded affairs, which involved all sorts of business related to the 
book trade. See, for example, Malesherbes to the archbishop of Toulouse, 
August 17, 1763, ms. fr, 22150, no. 62, and Malesherbes to Semonville, Feb. 14, 
1760, ms, fr. 22146, no. 87, 

On these terms, see Brunot, Histoire de İa langue française, vol. 6, pt. 1, p. 445. 
Moncrif to Malesherbes, Nov. 4, 1775, ms. tr. 22138, no. 159. 


254 


39. 


40. 


41. 
42. 


43. 


44, 
45. 


46. 
4. 


48. 


NOTES TO PAGES 40-44 


This billet de censure with the jugement in reply is in Boze to Malesherbes, Feb. 
28, 1751, ms. fr. 22137, no. 38. See also the similar documents in Secousset to 
Malesherbes, Jan. 2, 1752, ms. fr.22139, no, 98. 

This account of the process of censoring relies on remarks scattered throughout 
tbe correspondence of Malesherbes and the censors. See especially Millet to 
Malesherbes, Feb. 28 and May 26, 1755, and Millet to the archbishop of Paris, 
Dec. 9, 1755, ms. fr., 22138, nos. 137, 138, 139; unsigned letter to Malesherbes, 
March 24, 1753, ms. fr. 22137, no. 91; Rassicod to Malesherbes, Dec. 24, 1750, 
ms. fr. 22139, no. 18; Simon to Malesherbes, Oct. 1, 1755, ms. fr. 22139, no. 135; 
Le Blond to Malesherbes, Oct. 2, 1752, ms. fr. 22138, no. 37; Boussanelle to 
Malesherbes, Feb. 21, 1761, ms. fr. 22146, no. 43; Malesherbes to Buret, June 22, 
1762, ms. fr. 22150, no.103; and the series of “Rapports et decisions” in ms. fr. 
22140, nos. 80-109, There is also a description of the formal process for obtain- 
ing a privilege in 1781 in Perrin, Almanach de la librairie. 

Buret to Malesherbes, July 9, 1762, ms. fr. 22150, no. 115. 

Abbe de La Ville to Malesherbes, Aug. 8, 1756, ms. fr 22138, no. 12. “Such a 
İarge number of historical and political memoits come across my desk-—and 
most of them are so unworthy, both in substance and in form— that it is hardly 
surprising that | pay only guick and superficial attention to them.” 

Foucher, Aug. 25, 1754, ms. fr. 22137, no. 97: “T am occupied with the examina- 
tion of a fairly lengthy work on the soul and the origin of its knowledge directed 
against M. Locke.... The substance seems very good to me . . . but nonetheless 
İ am reguiring many cuts and corrections, which involves me in rather taxing 
labor and writing. Long live history books and anthologies.” 

Simon, Aug. 30, 1752, ms. fr. 22139, no. 134. 

La Palme, undated, ms. ft. 22138, no. 11; Tercier, Feb. 1, 1751, ms, fr. 22139, no. 144; 
Barthelemy, undated, ms. fr. 22137, no. 8; Cahusac, undated, ms. fr. 22137, no, 45. 
Cotteret, Sept. 9, 1756, ms. fr. 22137, no. 57, 

For examples of how Voltaire manipulated the legal and illegal systems of pub- 
lication, see Ren& Pomeau, Voltaire en son temps, new ed., vol. 1 (Oxford, 1995), 
799-800 and 810-—11. 

Malesherbes to d'Aubert, March 18, 1759, ms. fr. 22142, no. 17. A similar case 
concerned the choice of a censor for a Chronologie historigue militaire by an offi- 
cial in the war ministry. At the reguest of the mar&chal de Belle-Isle, Malesher- 
bes issued a billet de censwe to an official in the ministry of foreign affairs: 
Malesherbes to Belle-Isle, undated, ms 22143, no. 87, A professor in the Univer 
sity of Strasbourg who had written a book about Alsace asked Malesherbes to 
give the manuscript to an Alsatian capable of understanding the local themes. 
Malesherbes replied with a list of Alsatians and an offer to send the billet de 
censure to the one whom the author preferred: Malesherbes to Schoepflin, April 
6, 1761, ms. fr. 22142, no. 1. 
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Fontenelle, Oct. 2, 1750, ms. fr. 22137, no. 85. 

Note on a decision in the bureaun de librairie entitled “Travail du 30 septembre 
1754,” ms. fr. 22140. 

Picardet, canon of SaintJean-de-Dijon, Aug, 2, 1763, ms. fr. 22148, no. SI. A 
note on top of this letter said, “Sent the billet de censure to M. Michault.” 
Moncrif, undated, ms. fr. 22138, no. 167 

Moncrif, undated, ms. fr. 22143, no, 81, complaining that the abbe de La Baume 
had İearned that Moncrif was censoring his La Christiade: “Censors can no 
longer be free in their judgments once they are known to the authors. M. labb€ 
La Baume has written to me that his fate is in my hands.” 

Deparcieux, Nov. 29, 1753, ms. fr, 22152, no. 109. 

Millet, July 16, 1756, ms. fr. 22138, no. 144. 

Malesherbes explained his principle of tolerance and neutrality in a long let 
ter to dAlembert in which he refused to take action against the work of Elie- 
Catherine Fr&ron, the arch-enemy of the philosophes, because he did not want 
to restrict debate at the level of ideas. It is guoted in full in de Negroni, Leciures 
interdites, 60—61. 

In his Mömoires sur la librairie, Malesherbes explained that in administering 
the censorship, he was guided by commitment to the free exchange of ideas, 
provided they did not attack the church, crown, morals, or individuals, See his 
“Second m&moire,” in Mömoires sur la librairie, especially pp. 83-90. 

Senac to Malesherbes, undated, ms, fr, 22143, no. 36; Baron to Malesherbes, 
Dec. 31, 1755, ms. fr., 22143,no. 35. 

Marcilly, Nov. 7, 1755, ms. fr. 22138, nos. 111 and 112. 

Tanevot, Oct. 12, 1752, ms. fr. 22139, no, 141. 

Unsigned and undated report on a Histoire de la Rochelle by M. Arcere, ms. fr, 
22140, no. 16: “This work is dominated in general by an oratorical style that 
is at times very inflated, precious, and full of neologisms—one that does not 
correspond to the simple and noble manner in which history should be writ- 
ten. Although it is not the censor's job to rework the style of a book he exam- 
ines, nevertheless there are some places where the expressions have seemed so 
extraordinary to me that | marked the main ones by pencil, and the author has 
promised to pay attention to them.” 

İn rejecting a Histoire de 'Op&ra, Moncrif explained to Malesherbes in a note of 
Aug, 18, 1751, ms. fr. 22138, no. 150, “İ cannot approve it, and | beg you to name 
another examiner. | proposed several changes to the author, and he would not 
consent to them.” 

Monerif, Nov. 4, 1755, ms. fr, 22138, no. 159, Moncrif found the eulogy of Louis 
XV in the prologue of a libretto to an opera, Picus et Canente, to be unsatis- 
factory. He informed the author, Rivoire de Terralbe, that he “would cut this 
prologue, and he accepted with good grace this innocent criticism on my part.” 
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Malesherbes intervened to get a sympathetic censor to approve an almanac, 
“in order to be helpful to a poor devil”: undated letter, ms. fr. 22141, no. 151. 
See also Moncrif's note to Malesherbes of April 1, 1751, ms. fr. 22138, no, 
149, approving the manuseript of Dialogues et fables allögorigues: “This wotk, 
thanks to some cuts that | made, has nothing offensive to morals. That's the 
best İ can say for it. Still, the author is without means. He is getting 300 
livres for his fables. Please be good enough to grant him a tacit permission to 
have them ptinted. The poems in general are so bad and the subjects of the 
fables are usualiy so unsubstantial that it would be ridiculous to sign off on an 
approbation to the manuscript. But this book will disappear like so many oth- 
ers that are bad yet have readers.” Claude-Prosper Jolyot de Cr&billon, known 
as Cr&billon fils, an important novelist as well as a censor, was particularIy 
sympathetic in his treatment of authors, but he normally handled only permis- 
sions de police for short and ephemeral works. See the somewhat touched-up 
account of Crebillon's “audiences” by Louis-S&bastien Mercier in Tableau de 
Paris, vol. 1, pp. 804-8. 

Foucher, Aug, 24, 1762, ms. fr. 22148, no. 110. 

Foucher, Dec. 20, 1755, ms. fr. 22137, no. 98. Foucher explained to Malesherbes 
that the manuscript had come in two parts. As to the first, “I initialed it with 
pleasure. But the second brought me up short. In it | found various passages that 
I could not approve; and as the author decided he was not inclined to accept 
what 1 demanded, 1 returned his manuscript to him, saying that | would not 
approve it and that | no longer could take it upon myself to intervene with you 
for the permission that he desires.” 

Cotteret, Sept. 9, 1756, ms. fr. 22137, no. 57; Malesherbes to Salmon, May 23, 
1760, ms. fr, 22148, no. 23. 

Chevalier Du Plessis to Malesherbes, July 10, 1763, ms. fr. 22150, no. 131, com- 
plaining about his censor: “1 offered to delete the verse that offended my ener 
getic censor in order to have his approbation, thereby satisfying the condition 
for it as he had agreed. But this gentleman then pestered me further by saying 
that he did not want to approve the deletions and that 1 must soften more İpas- 
sages that offended him|. 1 won't soften anything more. . . .I feel stung by this 
persecutor.” See also Du Plessis to Malesherbes, undated, mas. fr. 22150, no, 132. 
Author of a Trait€ dömonstratif de la guadratuve du cercle to Malesherbes, undated, 
ms, fr. 22138, no, 7İ. 

Daniel Roche, “La Censure ” in Histoire de | ddition française : Le livre triomphanı, 
1660—1830 (Paris, 1984), vol. 2, p. 83. 

See J-P, Belin, Le Commerce des livres prohib&s â& Paris de 1750 & 1789 (Paris, 
1913); Robert Darnton, The Forbidden Best-Sellers of Pre-Revolutionary France 
(New York, 1995). 


72. 


13. 


7. 
7D. 
76. 
TI. 


78. 


79. 


80, 


Notes to Pages 48—50 257 


This concern, which appears everywhere in the archives of the Direction de 
la librairie and the Chambre syndicale de la Communaut€ des libraires et des 
imprimeurs de Paris, was made explicit by Malesherbes in his Mâmoires sur la 
librairie, pp. 86 and 177, As an example of similar views held by the censors 
themselves, see Sallier to Malesherbes, Dec. 28, 1750, ms. fr. 22139, no 80. The 
censor argued that a moderate Protestant work should be given an informal 
toldrance on economic grounds: “Every day considerable sums of money are sent 
for the acguisition of books printed in Holland. If one tolerated works that did 
not openİy attack morality or religion, one would, | believe, render a great ser 
vice to the state.” 

Many of these exchanges are in a series “Rapports et decisions,” in ms. fr. 
22140, nos. 80-109. See also comte d'Argenson to Malesherbes, Feb. 11, 1755, 
ms. İr. 22140, no. 72; Machault to Malesherbes, July 19, 1756, ms. fr. 22143, no. 
138; Malesherbes to the duc de Praslin, Jan. 3, 1763, ms. fr. 22144, no. 147; and 
Malesherbes to comte d'Argenson, undated, ms. fr. 22147, no. 54. 

See the series of documents classified as “Acceptations et refus d'eloges et de 
dödicaces” in ms. fr. 22140, nos. 18—54, 

Ünsigned and undated report on Mdlanges philosophigues par M. Formey, ms. fr. 
22140, no.3. 

Undated note by Millet, ms. fr. 22140, in “Rapports et decisions.” 

İn Lectures interdites, p. 195, Barbara Negroni estimates that of all books-con- 
demned by different varieties of post-publication censorship, 64 percent were 
related to Jansenism and 8 percent were philosophical works. 

Ladvocat, Nov. 16, 1757, ms. fr. 22138, no. 33. A Protestant refutation of deism 
was acceptable to one censor: Millet, Nov. 6, 1758, ms. fr. 22138, no. 141. But 
another drew the line at Protestant works that argued for religious toleration: 
undated and unsigned rejection of Owestions sur la tolörance, ms. fr. 22149, no. 
ZI, 

Depasse, Oct. 19, 1757, ms. fr. 22139, no. 12, on Jean-Henri-Samuel Formey's Les 
Principes du droit naturel: “There are are some principles about marriage which 
will have to be modified, but the author expresses himself in accordance with 
the doctrine received in his faith, and | do not think that what he says in this 
respect makes the reading of his book dangerous.” 

De Lorme, April 13, 1752, ms. fr. 22138, no. 61. An undated note on a memoir 
about a Jesuit's reguest to reprint Râfutation d'un livre publiğ par feu M. İdvögue 
de Mirepoix sous le titre de Döfense de la grâce efficace par elle-möme said that it 
had been refused, because “Monseigneur İi.e., the chancellor| does not consider 
it advisable to permit the publication of new books on this subject” ms. fr. 22140 
in the file “Rapports et decisions,” no. 80-109. It is difficult to specify the loca” 
tion of documents in this disorderiy le. 
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Ünsigned and undated memorandum by Rousselet, ms. fr. 22139, no. 70. In 
a note on a meeting of the censors dated Aug, 17, 1745 (“Rapports et deci- 
sions,” unpaginated), the rejection of a manuscript concerning Jansenism was 
explained as follows: “These books serve only to heat up tempers.” 

Tamponnet, undated rejection of Exposition des vöritös chrdtiennes et des moeurs 
de ce siğcle, ms. fr. 22139, no. 150: “The intention of the author is praisewotthy, 
but unfortunately his execution does not fulfill it, He wants to do battle with 
the deists. But he does so without any order, without principles, without diction. 
I consider his work useless, even harmful, because to produce a weak defense of 
religion is inadvertentiy to expose it.” 

Cotteret, May 26, 1751, ms. fr. 22137, no. 94. İn refusing to approve a manuscript 
entitled Thdologie curieuse, ou guestions recherchdes extraites des Saintes Ecritures, 
Cotteret remarked, “In it the author deais with guestions concerning religion in a 
weak manner. His arguments are feeble and are not presented in a way that would 
enlighten the mind. Moreover, the work is bady written. I don't think it could 
produce any good.” The abb& Le Rouge rejected Exhortations sur V Eucharistie for 
the same reasons in a report of March 4, 1751, ms. 22138, no. 45: “It has no divi- 
sions into substantial sections, no order, no connections. Its |chapters| are stuffed 
with repetitive passages, which are irrelevant to tbeir subject, and with trivial 
expressions, which are far below the grandetır of (religious| mystery. ... One must 
not burden the public with useless works, which could be harmful to religion.” 
Monerif, Nov. 4, 1755 ms. fr. 22138, no. 159. In an undated report, ibid., no. 162, 
Moncrif insisted on cutting passages of a book about French military victories, 
because it used unacceptable İanguage in praise of the king. 

TTercier, March 25, 1758, ms, fr. 22141, no. 2. 

Salley, April 11, 1759, ms. fr. 22139, no. 94. 

Malesherbes to the duc de Praslin, Jan. 3, 1763, ms. fr, 22144, no, 142. 
Mar€chal de Belle-Isle to Malesherbes, Aug. 25, 1760, ms. fr. 22147, no. 188. 
Jean-Baptiste Machault d'Arnouville to Malesherbes, May 5, 1753, ms. fr. 22149, 
no. 110. In Aug. 1750 Machault tried to impose a “twentieth” tax that would fali 
on the nobility and clergy as well as commonets. This crucial attempt at reform- 
ing the tax system aroused enormous controversy and ultimately was defeated, 
owing primarily to opposition by the clerey. 

An exceptional case was a tacit permission for a Vie de Clöment XI tecom- 
mended to Malesherbes by Rousselet, Dec. 23, 1751, ms. fr. 22139, no. 67, “İn it 
the author has carefully avoided anything that could offend the parlement. ... 
I have found only three small sections to be reworked.” 

Bonamy, Dec. 18, 1755, ms. fr. 22137, no. 23. 

Inan undated note to Malesherbes, ms, fr. 22141, no, 96, a censor named Lavaur 
rejected one volume in a Bibliothögue amusante “because of several anecdotes 
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that | consider contrary to good morals” Malesherbes assigned it to another 
censor, who then approved it. 

De Passe, July 16, 1753, ms. fr. 22139, no, 9: “Several parts of this manuscript 
are indecent and grossly obscene without the slightest disguise. The rest of it, 
a ridiculous work of fiction, is full of reflections lacking all charm and utility. le 
must be by mockery that the author submitted to the censorship a work that, 
I believe, is as offensive to morality as it is poorly written and lacking in any 
intrinsic interest.” 

De La Haye, undated, ms. fr. 22138, no, 1. 

Abbe Boudot, Sept. 10, 1754, ms. fr. 22137, no. 27. 

Tercier, undated, ms. fr. 22144, no. 203. 

Delagarde, Jan. 2, 1758, ms. fr. 22143, no. 93. 

De Silhouette, May 5, 1753, ms. fr. 22140, no, 26. 

Abb& Guiroy, apparentiy to Malesherbes's secretary, Oct. 25, 1751, ms, fr. 22137, 
no, 135. 

Simon, Feb. 23, 1752, ms. fr. 22139, no. 128. 

Malesherbes, Memoires sur la librairie, 91-92. See the similar remarks on pp. 58, 
101-2, and 206. 

For example, in a report of Oct. 30, 1751, ms. fr. 22139, no. 69, Rousselet approved 
a novel, Le Mot et la chose, as follows: “Everything in it is sage and measured, 


and it seems to me that there are not any applications to be made concerning 
personages who are introduced in the plot and who could give rise to some 
complaints. Moreover, it is up to the author to respond to them, because | myself 
do not know anyone who could have had the adventures, whether true or false, 
recounted in the manuscript.” For a discussion of the obsession with “applica- 
tions” among the police, see “Vies privdes et affaires publigues sous lAncien 
Regime” in my Boh&me İittöraire et Rövolution (Paris, 2010), 113—34. 

For a survey of all aspects relating to the production and control of books during 
the early modern era, see Histoire de Pedition française, ed. Roger Chattier and 
Henri-Jean Martin, 2 vols. (Paris, 1982—84). 

Among the many accounts of the De VEsprit affair, see especially Didier Oza- 
nam, “La Disgrâce d'un premier commis: Tercier et laffaire de De Esprit (1758— 
1799)” Bibliothögue de VEcole des Chartes 113 (1955), 14070, and David W. 
Smith, Helvdtius: A Study in Persecution (Oxford, 1965). Malesherbes expressed 
his views, stressing the Parlements attempt to make inroads into the authority 
of the state, in Memoires sur la librairie, 58—74. 

On the general context of the time, see Dale Van Kley, The Damiens Affair and 
the Unraveling of the Ancien Regime, 1750-1770 (Princeton, 1984). 

Isambert, Jourdan, and Decrusy, Recucil göneral des anciennes lois françaises 
(Paris, 1821-33), vol. 22, pp. 272-4. 
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I have discussed the economic aspects of the successive editions of the Ency- 
clopödie in The Business of Enlightenmeni, especialIy chaps. 2 and 7. 

See, for example, his Memoires sur la librairie, 85-86, 

Malesherbes outlined his general view of the crisis surrounding De "Esprit 
and the Eneyclopâdie in his M&moires sur la librairie, “Premier M&moire,” pp. 
57-04. 

The most notorious affair that took place after 1759 was the publication of a 
Voltairean treatise, De la Philosophie de la nature, by J.-B.-C. Isoard, known as 
Delisle de Sales in 1770. Hoping to get a privilege, Delisle submitted the text to 
a sympathetic censor, abb& Chretien, but they guarreled over Delisle's attempts 
to slip an unexpurgated version past him. Delisle managed to procure and to 
dupe a second censor, while writing supplementary volumes. İn the end, the 
scandal led to a highiy publicized polemic in which Cbr&tien justified his role 
as censor and denounced Delisle's deceptive maneuvers. The book was con- 
demned by the General Assembly of the Clergy and by the Châtelet court, and 
it was burned by the public hangman in 1775. See Pierre Malandain, Delisle de 
Sales philosophe de la nature (1741—1816) (Oxford, 1982), 

ALI these small towns had booksellers who corresponded with a Swiss publisher 
and wholesaler, the Socidt& typographigue de Neuchâtel, yet none of them 
appears in the Almanach de la librairie (Paris, 1781), which supposediy listed 
ali the booksellers in France. For a discussion of the ST'N and its network of 
correspondents, see my Forbidden Best-Sellers of Pre-Revolutionary France and its 
companion volume, The Corpus of Clandestine Literature in France, 1769—1789 
(New York, 1995). 

The information in this paragraph is drawn from the excellent work by Thierry 
Rigogne, Between State and Market: Printing and Bookselling in Eighieenih-Cen- 
tury France (Oxford, 2007), and from my research in the papers of the Socidt& 
typographigue de Neuchâtel in the Bibliothögue publigue et universitaire of 
Neuchâtel, Switzerland. 

For information about police taids, see The Forbidden Best-Sellers of Pre-Revolu- 
tlonary France and also my Edition et sâdition: VUnivers de la littörature clandes- 
tine au XVille siğcle (Paris, 1991), which contains a great deal of information 
that 1 have not published in English. I have discussed the literary police work of 
d'H&mery in “A Police Inspector Sorts His Files: The Anatomy of the Republic 
of Letters,” in The Great Cat Massacre and Other Episodes in French Cultural 
History (New York, 1984). 

Among: contemporary accounts of the Parisian police, see Jean-Baptiste- 
Charles Le Maire, La Police de Paris en 1770: Memoire inddit compos& par ordre 
de G. de Sartine sur la demande de Marie-Thöröse d'Avtriche, ed. Antoine Gazier 
(Paris, 1879); Nicolas de La Mare, Trait de police, ot (on trowwera |'histoire de son 
dtablissement, les fonctions, et les pr&rogatives de ses magistvats .. . (Amsterdam, 
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1729); and Jacgues Peuchet, Eneyclopedie methodigue: Jurisprudence tome neu- 
vizme: Contenant la police et les municipalit€s (Paris, 1789 and 1791). 

The following account is based on a rich dossier in the archives of the Bastille: 
Bibliothögue de PArsenal, Archives de la Bastille, ms. 11582. 

The following guotations come from the transcriptions of Mile Bonafon's three 
interrogations: Ibid., folios 55-57, 79-80, and 11516. As indicated in the text 
above, | have summarized parts of the dialogue (those not set off by guotation 
marks), but | have kept close to the original, which, like all interrogations, was 
written in the past tense: “Asked.. ” “Answered that ,. ”, etc. 

Ibid., fol. 20, I consulted the copy of the book in the Bibliothögue de PArsenal: 
Tanast&s: Conte allögorigue par Mlle de xxx (The Hague, 1745), 8 B.L. 19489, 
which includes a manuscript key to the names of the personages hidden behind 
the characters in the fairy tale. 

Pierre-Auguste Goupil, inspector of the book trade, to Jean-Charles-Pierre 
Lenoir, lieutenant general of police, Dec. 14, 1774, Bibliothögue de PArsenal, 
Archives de la Bastille, ms. 12446. The following account is based on this 
exceptionalİy voluminous dossier. 

Ibid. 

Goupil to Lenoir, Jan. 18, 1775, ibid. 

Ibid. 

“İnterrogatoire de la nomm&e Manichel dite la Marche â la Bastille” Jan. 27, 
1775, ibid. 

La Marche to Lenoir from the Bastille, Jan. 28, 1775, ibid. 

Goupil to Lenoir, Jan, 25, 1775, ibid. 

Chevalier, major de la Bastille, to Lenoir, Feb. 2, 1775, ibid. 

For a detailed account of raids executed in Caen, Rouen, Alençon, and Saint 
Malo by Goupil's predecessor, Joseph d'Hemery, in April and May 1771, see 
Bibliothögue nationale de France, ms. fr, 22101. 

“Proc&s verbal” of the raid by Goupil and Ch&non, Feb. 20, 1775, Archives de la 
Bastille, ms. 12446, 

“Proc&s verbal” of the raid by Goupil and Ch&non, Feb. 23, 1775, ibid. 

La Londe to Lenoir, Feb. 26, 1775, ibid. 

See Desauges's letters to Walle, who supplied him with forbidden books, dated 
April 22, June 24, July 24, and Aug. 6, 1773. In a letter to Desauges of July 20, 
1773, Walle said he had sent a shipment for Desauges to pick up at a secret 
entrepöt in the royal château of SaintGermain-en-Laye. It contained 16 copies 
of Histoire dedom B .. ., portier des Chartreux, 148 copies of La Putain errante, 
and 148 copies of VEcole des files, worth a total of 448 livres. All these docu- 
ments are in the Archives de la Bastille, ms. 12446. 

“Description des livres saisis sur le sieur Manouty,” Feb. 25, 1775, ibid. (This 
document is full:of holes, and its bottom section is missing, possibly because 
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of the trampling it received after the storming of the Bastille.) The last three 
works on the following list allude to the superior courts (conseils superieurs) that 
Maupeou had installed in the judicial system designed to destroy the political 
power of the traditional parlements. Louis XVI restored the parlements after his 
accession to the throne in 1774, 

Undated note by Joseph d'H&mery, Bibliothögue nationale de France, ms. fr. 
22100, fol. 244. 

D'H&mery's mission of 1771, which warrants a study in itself, is extensively doc- 
umented in Bibliothögue nationale de France, ms. fr. 22101, Manoury referred 
to it and the losses it caused him in several letters to the Soci&t& typographigue 
de Neuchâtel, notably those of Dec. 16, 1771, Sept. 27, 1778, and Nov. 26, 1781. 
He cited a different figure each time, however, and probably exaggerated the 
extent of his losses in order to demonstrate the underİying solidity of his busi- 
ness. İn his letter of Nov. 26, 1781, he wrote, “In 1771 1 showed that 1 had lost 
more than 40,000 livres, owing to the vexations of our Maupeou government.” 
These letters, which contain a great deal of information about his affairs, can 
be found in Manoury's dossier in the archives of the Soci&t€ typographigue de 
Neuchâtel, Bibliothögue publigue et universitaire de Neuchâtel, 

Circular in Manoury to Mme VEcorche, Jan. 20, 1775, Archives de la Bastille, 
ms. 12446. 

Gabriel Regnault to Manoury, Feb. 7, 1775, ibid. 

Manourys letters to the Socidt& typographigue de Neuchâtel are full of refer- 
ences to his dealings with booksellers in France and abroad. | have discussed 
this aspect of his business in my Edition et s6dition, 98-104, 

Le Baron to Manoury, March 22 and June 6, 1774, Archives de la Bastille, 
ms. 12446, Le Baron was a friend of Manoury's from Caen. After emigrat- 
ing to London, he found employment in a printing shop that produced some 
of Beaumarchais'5 memoirs in his famous judicial affair with Louis-Valen- 
tin Goesman under the title M&moires pour servir â Vhistoire du Parlement de 
Paris and also the violent libel against Mme du Barry by Charles Th&veau de 
Morande, M&moires secrets d'une femme publigue. Morande later destroyed the 
edition in return for a payment by the French government, which was negoti- 
ated by Beaumarchais. 

Gabriel Regnault to Manoury, Feb, 7, 175, ibid. The books Regnault men- 
tioned were: Trait& des trois imposteurs, a notorious irreligious work, which 
maligned Moses, Jesus, and Mohammed as the “three impostors”, Histoire de 
dom B.. ., portier des Chavtveux, the pornographic and anticlerical bestseller; 
Pensdes th€ologigues relatives aux erreurs du temps, an irreligious tract; La Gazette 
de Cythöre, a scandalous libel against Mme du Barry, which Regnault reprinted 
under the title Prfcis historigue de la vie de Mme la comtesse du Barry; Maupe- 
ouand, ou correspondance secröte et familiğre de M. de Maupeou . , ., an anthol 
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ogy of essays against the Maupeou ministry; and La Fille de jolie, a translation of 
John Cleland's Memoirs of a Woman of Pleasure. 

Manoury to the Soci&t& typographigue de Neuchâtel, Oct, 4, 1775, papers of the 
Sociğt€ typographigue de Neuchâtel, Biblioth&gue publigue et universitaire de 
Neuchâtel, 

Batilliot İ'atn€ to the Socist& typographigue de Neuchâtel, Nov. 7, 1777, ibid. 
Desauges to Manoury, Jan. 11, 1775, Archives of the Bastille, ms. 12446. Even 
after the accession of Louis XVI, attacks on the Maupeou ministry, which was 
dissolved after the death of Louis XV on May 10, 1774, continued to sell widely 
and to be fiercely repressed by the police. 

Desauges to Manoury, Jan. 15, 175, ibid. 

La Marche to her father, March 5, 1775, ibid. All of the letters in her dossier and 
in those of the other prisoners were never delivered to the intended recipients. 
Goupil to Lenoir, Jan. 24 and 25, 1775, ibid. 

Lenoir to La Vrilliğre, undated letter, ibid. La Vrilliğre forwarded it to the Bas- 
tille with a note in a margin, “1 agree to this,” and an official added, “Good, 
according to the order of 26 mars 1775.” Although this case concerned a humble 
bouguiniste, it was followed by the king bimself£. On Jan. 26, 1775, the duc de La 
Vrilliğre, who was head of the King's Household (Maison du roi) and responsi- 
ble for the Bastille, wrote to the lieutenant general of police Lenoir, “I teported 
to the king that the woman La Marche had been arrested. His Majesty strongly 
approved of this and desires that this affair be |actively| pursued and that, if 
possible, it can serve as an example.” 

Chevalier, major de la Bastille, to Lenoit, March 30, 1775, ibid. 

Lenoir recounted the arrest and death of Goupil in a draft of a work that he 
intended to publish as his memoirs and that is among his papers in the Biblio- 
thögue municipale d'Orl&ans, ms. 1422. | have discussed Goupil's career exten- 
sively in The Devil in the Holy Water, or the Ari of Slander from Louis XIV to 
Napoleon (Philadelphia, 2010), chap. 9. 


PART TWO 


As an example of how liberalism and imperialism are described as distinct and 
virtualiy incompatible “isms,” see the influential textbook by R. R. Palmer and 
Jael Colton, A History of the Modern World, 2nd ed. (New York, 1965), 432—33 
and 615—72. in the case of the British Raj, | want to argue that they were insepara- 
ble aspects of the same phenomenon. This essay is based on long stints of research 
in the Oriental and India Office Collections of the British Library in 1994 and 
1995. I would like to thank Graham Shaw for his hospitality and help during 
that period. Farlier versions of the essay were published as “Literary Surveillance 
in the British Raj: The Contradictions of Liberal Imperialism,” Book History 4 
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(2001): 13376, and “Book Production in British India, 1850-1900” Book History 
2 (2002): 239-62. Among those who offered helpful criticism of early drafts, 1 
would like to thank Gyan Prakash, Priya Joshi, Michael Katten, and Anindita 
Ghosh. I learned a great deal from Anindita Ghosh's excellent Power in Print: 
Popular Publishing and the Politics of Language and Culture in a Colonial Society, 
1778-1905 (New Delhi, 2006), which covers many of the themes discussed here. 
For a masterfiy discussion of the relevant scholarship in the field of the history of 
the book, see Graham Shaw, “The History of Printing in South Asia: A Survey 
of Research since 1970” Leipziger Jahrbuch zur Buchgeschichte 7 (19917), 305—23, 
See the classic article by Ranajit Guha, “The Prose of Counter-insurgency” in 
Subaltern Studies, ed. Ranajit Guha (Delhi, 1983), 

James Long, “Returns Relating to the Publications in the Bengali Language in 
1857, to Which Is Added a List of the Native Presses, with the Books Printed 
at Fach, Their Price and Character, with a Notice of the Past Condition and 
Future Prospects of the Vernacular Press of Bengal, and the Statistics of the 
Bombay and Madras Vernacular Presses” (Calcutta, 1859), in Oriental and India 
Office Collections, British Library, V/23/97. All subseguent references are to 
these papers unless indicated otherwise. For information about Long, see the 
article on him in the Indian Dictionary of National Biography (Calcutta, 1973), 
vol. 2, pp. 416—17, and Geoffrey A. Oddie, Missionaries, Rebellion and Proto- 
nationalism: James Long of Bengal, 1814-87 (London, 1999), His investigation 
of Bengali literature is discussed in Tapti Roy, “Disciplining the Printed Text: 
Colonial and Nationalist Surveillance of Bengali Literature,” in Texts of Power: 
Emerging Disciplines in Colonial Bengal, ed. Partha Chatterjee (Minneapolis, 
1995), 30-62. 

Long, “Returns,” vi. 

Ibid., guotations from xii and xiv. 

Ibid., xx—xxi, 

Ibid., xlviii. 

Ibid., xlix. 

Ibid., xxvi. 

Ibid., 31. 

Ibid., xv. 

Ibid., xiv. 

İbid., xv. 

Donald Setrell Thomas, A Long Time Burning: The History of Literary Cen- 
sorship in England (London, 1969), and The Cambridge History of the Book in 
Britain, vol. 5, 1695-1830, ed. Michael E. Suarez, SJ., and Michael L, Turner 
(Cambridge, 2009), 128—29 and 83436. Of course, after the passage of the Libel 
Act of 1792, the British aüthorities tepressed a great deal of literature, which 
they considered dangerous and sympathetic to Jacobinism, but the Treasonable 
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and Seditious Practices Act of 1795 justified the repression of radical publica- 
tions on the grounds of treason rather than seditious libel. 

On John Wilkes and the radical agitation of the 17605, see John Brewer, Party 
Ideology and Popular Politics at the Ascension of George HI (Cambridge, 1976). 
Trial of the Rev. James Long, for the Publication of the Nil Darpan, with Documents 
Connected with Its Official Circulation (London, 1861), India Office, W 977. On 
the Nil Durpan affair, see also “Tracts. Indigo, 143” and related documents scat- 
tered through V/23/95 in the archives of the India Office as well as The History 
of the Nil Darpan, with the State Trial of J. Long . . . (Calcutta, 1861), British 
Library 5318.c.4. The title of the drama is sometimes translated as Nil Darpan. 
Nil Durpan, or the Indigo Planting Mirror by Dinabandhu Mitra. Translated from 
the Bengali by a Native (Calcutta, 1972), introd., xxxiv. For reasons of conve- 
nience, all citations are to this edition, which includes extensive reptints of doc- 
uments from James Long's trial. The originals are in the archives of the India 
Office cited in the preceding note, For a persuasive interpretation of the play in 
relation to the peasant uprising of 1859—60, see Ranajit Guha, “Neel-Darpan: 
'The Image of a Peasant Revolt in a Liberal Mirror” Journal of Peasant Studies 2 
(Oct. 1974): 1-46, 

As an example of the English disdain for the babu, which was heavily laced 
with racism, see the essay from Vanity Fair of 1880 reprinted as “H. E. The Ben- 
gali Baboo,” in George R. Aberigh-Mackay, Twenty-One Days in India (London, 
1914), 37-45. ij 

Nil Durpan, 101. 

Ibid., evi. 

The following account is based on the proceedings of the case, “ODüueen vs. 
Long,” in the Supreme Court of Calcutta, printed in ibid., 103—86. 

Ibid., 107. 

Ibid., 113. 

Ibid., 155. 

Ibid., 167. 

Michel Foucault, Power/Knowledge: Selected İnterviews and Other Writings, 
1972-1977, ed. Colin Gordon (New York, 1980), and Foucault, Surveiller et 
bunir: Naissance de la prison (Paris, 1975). Surveiller has been mistranslated as 
“discipline” in the English translation of the latter: Foucault, Discipline and Pun- 
ish: The Birth of the Prison (New York, 1995), 

The following account cannot do justice to the complexities of the British Raj 
and the enormous literature about it. For an overview of the subject, see Stan- 
ley Wolpert, A New History of India (New York, 1993), and the older but more 
detailed work by Percival Spear, The Oxford History of Modern India, 1740-1975 
(Delhi, 1989). For more interpretive and conceptual approaches, see Ranajit 
Guha, Elementary Aspecis of Peasant msurgency in Colonial India (Delhi, 1994), 
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and Selected Subaltern Studies, eds, Ranajit Guha and Gayatri Chakravorty Spi- 
vak (New York, 1988), 

C. A. Bayly, “Knowing the Country: Empire and Information in India,” Modem 
Asian Studies 27 (1993): 3-43; C. A. Bayly, An Empire of Information: Political 
Intelligence and Social Communication in North India, c. 1780-1880 (New York, 
1997). 

Although some historians dispute the role of the Enfield rifle cartridges in 
ptovoking the Sepoy Rebellion, there seems to be a consensus that they were 
an important factor, at east as a rumor. See Wolpert, A New History of India, 
233—34, and Guha, Elementary Aspects of Peasant Insurgeney in Colonial India, 
262—063. 

Of course, many agents of the Raj, especially among district officers, made great 
efforts to understand the people under their authority and sympathized with 
the lot of the poor. For a vivid account of the frustrations of a district officer 
with an impressive knowledge of Indian languages, see John Beames, Memoirs 
of a Bengal Ciwilian (London, 1984), 

Bernard S. Cohn, “The Census, Social Structure and Objectification in South 
Asia” in Cohn, An Anthropologist among the Historians and Other Essays (Delhi 
and Oxford, 1987). 

“An Act for the Regulation of Printing Presses and Newspapers, for the Preser- 
vation of Copies of Books Printed in British India, and for the Registration of 
Such Books,” Act No. XXV of 1867 in India Office, V/8/40, The act was often 
referred to in the papers of the ICS as the “Press and Registration of Books Act.” 
Bengal Library Catalogue of Books (hereafter cited as BLCB), ptinted as an 
appendix to the Calcutta Gazette, second guarter, 1879, Z Y CH. 

Alİ guotations come from the BLCB for 1879, where they can be found under 
the titles of the books. 

“Testimony of John Stuart Mill before the Select Committee of the House of 
Lords, 21 June 1852” Parliamentary Papers, 1852-53, vol. 30. On the liberal and 
utilitarian ingredients of British imperialism in India, see Ronald B. inden, 
Imagining India (Oxford, 1990), and Eric Stokes, The English Utilitarians and 
India (Oxford, 1959), 

For a fuller account of these complex topics, see standard histories, such aş 
those mentioned in n. 26, and for more information on specific subjects, see 
monographs such as David Kopf, British Orientalism and the Bengal Renaissance 
(Berkeley, 1969), Sudhir Chandra, The Oppressive Present: Literature and Social 
Consciousness in Colonial India (Delhi, 1994), and Homi Bhabha, The Location 
of Culture (London, 1994), 

The guotations, cited in the order of their appearance in the text, come from 
the BLCB for 1871, prepared by John Robinson, librarian at that time, They 


concem the following works, whose titles are given as transliterated and trans- 
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lated in the catalogue: Brwjeshavuree Kabuy, or Poem entiiled Brujeshwuree; 

Rujuneekantu, or The Moon; Kabyukoosoom, or The Flower of Poesy. 

The Bengal catalogues, the most voluminous by far of those in all the presiden- 

cies, were published every guarter and signed by the librarians in their capacity 

of “Librarian of the Bengal Library and Keeper of the Catalogue of Books” John 

Robinson from 1867 to Oct. 1878 (except for brief periods when he was replaced 

by R. |. Ellis and Robert Robinson), William Lawler from Oct. 1878 to June 

1879, Chunder Nath Bose from June 1879 to Oct. 1887, Haraprasad Shastri ftom 

Oct. 1887 to Jan. 1895, and Rajendra Chandra Sastri from Jan. 1895 to March 

1907. The column of remarks was eliminated in 1901, and the format was sim- 

plifed somewhat in 1902 and in 1905, when titles appeared in native characters 

instead of in transliteration. 

BLCB, 1880. Owing to the lack of continuous pagination in the catalogues, 

guotations must be found following the title of the work in the volume for the 

appropriate year, in this case Surendra-Binodini Ndtak. In some cases the refer- 

ences have “pro. nos.” or progress numbers, which also are given, 

The son of a government official in Raipur, Central Provinces, Harinath De 
had been educated at Raipur High School, Presidency College, Calcutta, and 
Cbhrist's College, Cambridge, where he got a first class in the classical tripos, and 
a second in the tripos in medieval and modern languages. As librarian of the 
Imperial Library in Calcutta, his responsibilities extended over the entire Raj, 

and therefore, unlike the librarian of the Bengal Library, he did not prepare the 
catalogue of a particular presidency. See Oriental and India Office Collections, 
British Library, P/7587, pro. nos. 201 and 23743. 

BLCB, 1874. 

BLCB, 1879: Hita-shiksha, or Useful Imsiruction, 

BLCB, 1878. lt may be, of course, that the book really was incoherent. The 
Indian librarians could be just as uninhibited as their British predecessors in 
expressing scorn for incomprehensible writing. Thus the remarks by Rajendra 
Chandra Sastri in the BLCB for 1900 on Astray Siddhanta Chandrodaya Va 
Suarup Damodar Gosvamir Karcha: “A metrical discourse on some of the most 
abstruse and esoteric doctrines of Vaishnavism. The work is full of unintelligi- 
bile technicalities and mysticisms.” 

Sympathetic temarks about native medicine can be traced back to the BLCB of 
1878, where John Robinson had nothing but praise for Deshiya prakwiti o chikitsa, 
or The Constitution and Medical System of the Country: “The Furopean system of 
medicine and treatment not adapted to the constitution of natives of the coun- 
try. Reference is made to their being so tender about the spleen.” On polygamy 
see the remarks on Buhoobibahu Rahityarahityu Neernuyu, or A Determination of 
Whether Polygamy Ought to Be Abolished or Not, in the BLCB of 1871. On reli- 
gion, see the favorable review of Krishna Bhakti Sar, or The Truths of the Devotion 
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to Krishna, as contrasted with the condemnation of “idolatrous” Hindu devotian 
in Assamya Larar Ditya Shikhya, or The Second Lesson Book for Assamese Chil- 
dren, in the BLCB for 1874. 

Remarks on Moonlight of the Worship of the Goddess Kali, BLCB, 1879. 

BLCB, 1878. For remarks on the Ramayana and the Vedanta, see the reviews of 
Nirbasita Seeta, or The Banished Seeta, in the BLCB for 1871, and Sriyukta Babu 
Srigopal Basu Malliker Phelosiper Lekchar, or Srigopal Basu Mallick's Fellowship 
Lectures, and Nigurha Atma-darsan, or Esoteric Self-Perception, both in the BLCB 
for 1900. 

As an example, see Bhubudeb Puddhuti, or The Institutes of Bhubudeb, in the 
BLCB for 1871. There is a vast amount of information on chapbook literature 
in the catalogues. Unlike its European counterparts, it has not, as far as | know, 
been studied, except in Anindita Ghosh, Power in Print. 

BLCB, 1875. 

Ibid. 

Rama-vanavas-natak, or The Residence of Rama in the Forest, BLCB, 1879. 

For example, the following remarks from the BLCB for 1900: “Thakur-Jhi, or 
Father-in-Law's Daughter . . . is a story of everyday life relating how a young man 
of good education and character named Hiralal was well nigh ruined by his 
drinking habit, and how his rescue and reformation were due to the self-sacri- 
ficing efforts of his sister. ... A sincere devotion to her brother is the principal 
trait in her character, and it is this devotion which sustained Hiralal in his days 
of trial and adversity and ultimately reawakened his dormant moral nature.” 
Several of these crime thrillers published by the manufacturers of Kuntalin and 
Mohiya hair oil appear in the BLCB for 1908. 

Ranga Ban Va Sikshita Malila, or Beautiful Daughtevin-Law or the Education of a 
Lady, BLCB, 1900. 

See, for example, Galpa-guchchha, or A Cluster of Stories, in BLCB, 1900. 
Swarnalata (a proper name), in BLCB, 1881. 

Paramartha Prasanga, or Discourses on the Highest Truth, in BLCB, 1900. 

The catalogue included a separate section for periodicals. In 1873 it welcomed 
the appearance of a new literary review, Bangadarshan, or The Mirror of Bengal, 
as follows: “A very superior literary magazine and review, both the editors and 
contributors being among the ablest of Bengali writers.” i 

Vina, or Lyre, in BLCB, 1900. 

The temarks on Vidyasagar's Sankhya Darsan, or Sankhya Philosophy, in the 
BLCB for 1900 indicate teservations about the attempt to mix Western ideas 


- with traditional Indian philosophy: “It is an extremely interesting and original 


exposition of the principles of Sankhya Philosophy, based mainly on the apho- 
risms of Kapila and differing fundamentally from tbe views of standard authors 
on the subject. This attempt to look beyond the traditional interpretation and 
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to substitute in place of it views and ideas which are possibly suggested by the 
writings of European authors must always be looked upon with suspicion. . .. 
There is no denying that the book contains evidence of clear thinking, close 
reasoning and an honest and fearless devotion to truth, which is rarely met with 
in an egual degree in the writings of any other Bengali author of the present 
day. The writer's untimely death has been a grear loss to Bengali literature.” 
BLCB, 1900. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. See also the comments in this catalogue on Sachitra Gris Turaska-Yuddha, 
or Graeco-Turkish War with Illustrations, and Tetavatar Ramachandra, or Ram- 
achandra, the Incavnation of the Treta Era, Similar remarks can be found in the 
earlier catalogues, notabiy the one for 1878. 

On the broadiy political aspect of the vernacular literatures in nineteenth- 
century India, see Sudhir Chandra, The Oppressive Present: Literature and Social 
Consciousness in Colonial India (Delhi, 1994), 

Kawitavali, or Collection of Poems, in BLCB, 1879. 

See, for example, the remarks on Jel Darpan Natak, or Mirror Depicting the Jail, 
in BLCB, 1876: “The work commences with a dialogue between two of the 
principal actors in the case of the Guikwar of Baroda, in which unfavorable 
comments as to the action taken therein by Government. A little further 
on, and forming the main part of the book, the immunities permitted in the 
civil jail are contrasted with the heartrending treatment by the jail author- 
itles of prisoners in the criminal jail, The native doctor is depicted as kind 
and sympathetic, whilst the civil surgeons and the magistrates are, on the 
other hand, represented as heartlessly cruel, especially in flogging the pris- 
oners. The drama comprises scenes in the Alipore, Jessore, Burdwan, Narail 
and Bankoora jails. The Jessore jail stands out most prominentiy in the cruel 
treatment of its prisoners, one of whom is represented as having died from the 
effects of the İashes administered to him whilst in prison.” Other examples 
include Baranabater Lukochuri, or Hide and Seek at Baranabat, in BLCB, 1874; 
Surendra-Binodini Natak (proper names), in BLCB, 1875; and Sharat Sarojini, 
Natak (proper names), in BLCB, 1876, 

Cha-kar Darpan Natak, or The Mirror of a Tea Planter, in BLCB, 1875: “This 
drama sets forth the dreadful oppressions and cruelties of the tea planters and 
their amlahs, and taunts the British government with efforts to do away with 
slavery in other lands, whilst in their own possessions such heart-rending scenes 
are practised.” 

Sabhyata Sopan, Drishya Samajchitra, or Stepbing Stone to Enlightenment, in 
BLCB, 1878. 

Some typical examples from the BLCB of 1876: Dasatwa-shrinkhala, or The 
Bonds of Slavery: “Describes the bondage of the people of India, whose acts 
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and wills are made subservient to the orders of others.” Manihara-phani Barat 
janani, or Owr Mother India is like the Serpent Who Has Lost ls Wonderful Jewel: 
“Describes the growing ills of India since it passed into the hands of foreigners.” 
Giyandipika, or The Light of Knowledge: “Discourse on the law and administra- 
tion of the country, pointing out existing defecis.” 

Ingraj Goonu Burnun, or A Description of the Virtues of the English, in BLCB, 
1871. See also Satik Pauchali, or Metrical Verses, in BLCB, 1876, which praised 
the British “for the introduction of the telegraph, the steam boat, the railway, 
the administration of justice, etc.” 

Rajputra, or The Prince, in BLCB, 1876. On the anti-Mughal view of Indian 
history, see Bharathe Jaban, or The Mohammedans in India, in BLCB, 1874: “Tbe 
tyrannical acts of the Mohammedans during their rule in India—killing cows 
and Brahmins and violating the chastity of women, tili the English came to the 
rescue of India.” 

Inraj Pratibha, or Genius of the English, in BLCB, 1910. 

Bharat Kahini, or The Story of India, in BLCB, 1900: “They the Indians| must 
be true to the cardinal principles of their teligion and set their faces against 
imitating the mere forms, without spirit, of western civilization and avoid ultra 
radicalism in the matter of social and religious reform. The Congress movemeni 
isno doubt a good thing, but mere political agitation can not save the country. 
Let the people work more and talk less, and they will rise in the estimation of 
government. The book is written in an excellent spirit and freely acknowledges 
the benefit of British rule.” 

See, for example, Daiva-lata, or Creeper of Providence, in BLCB, 1879: “The 
writer . . . praises the English for their just administration and hopes that 
they will long continue to rule the country and that all India should be grate- 
ful (or the benefits received from English rule.” Not surprisingly, this theme 


also appeared in works written in English, such as High Education in India, in 


BLCB, 1878. 

BLCB, 1879, 

'Thus Sarat-Sashi (a proper name) as described in the BLCB for 1881: “The hero 
is a young Bengali Babu, who knows English, has shaken off the bonds of caste 
and superstition, is full of patriotic fire, is a practical philanthropist, exposes 
official cortuption and wickedness, writes articles in newspapers, hates tyranny 
and oppression of all kinds, is in short the author's ideal of what educated Ben- 
galis should be.” 

Is This Called Civilization?, a Bengali drama translated into English: BLCB, 1871. 
In reviewing Kajer Khatam, or The End of the Business, “a farce written in defense 
of native theatres,” the librarian noted in the BLCB of 1900, “The affectation 


of Anglicism by “England-returned' gentlemen forms, as usual, one of the staple 


topics of ridicule.” 
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For example, Bharat-uddhara, athaba chari-ana matra, or The Deliverance of India, 
or Four Annas Only, in BLCB, 1878: “The writer ridicules the military aspirations 
of the so-called educated Bengalis, who, though entirely devoid of courage and 
strength, are impatient of the abject condition of their country, and always in 
their speeches express their desire to rid it of foreign domination. ... The writer 
refers throughout to the habits of drinking, the timidity, inaptitude for action, 
and İove of speechifying, and the utter shallowness which characterize Bengalis.” 
Bharat-Ishwari, or The Empress of India, in BLCB, 1877. 

For example, Sukhamukur Kavya, or The Mirror of Happiness, in BLCB, 1878: 
“The present weak and degraded condition of the descendants of the Aryan 
race, their subjection to a foreign power, and their habits of intemperance are 
all described in language of some force.” See also in the BLCB of 1878: Manas 
Kusum, or The Flowers of Fancy, and Bharate dukh, or. India in Distress. 

Aryua Jati, or The Aryan Race, in BLCB, 1900: “The influence of Western 
education on Hindu Society of the present day is pronounced to be distinctiy 
harmful, and the establishment of a Hindu religious association is advocated as 
a means of combating that influence and fostering a spirit of nationality and 
brotherhood among the different sections of the Hindus.” 

Kavi-kahini, or Narrations by a Poet, BLCB, 1876. See also Swadeshanurag-uddipak 
Sangita, or Songs Stimulating Patriotism, BLCB, 1878. 

“Literary Surveillance in the British Raj” 147-49, and “Book Production in 
British India,” 248-672, cited above, inn. 1. 

Ibid., section on Bengal. Until 1890, publishers received payment for the copies 
that they deposited for registration in the catalogues. After 1890, the keepers of 
the catalogues noted an increased tendency to avoid registration, even though 
it was a İegal reguirement. Nevertheless, overall book production, as mea 
sured by the catalogues, rose constantiy throughout the nineteenth century. 
The exception was 1898, when the cataloguers estimated that production had 
decreased by almost 5 petcent as a conseguence of the plague of 1897. 1 have 
compiled statistics from the “Report on Publications” of 1878 for the presiden- 
cies of Madras, Bombay, Bengal, and the Northwestern Provinces with Oudh. 
They show a total output of 3,847 titles, as compared with 5,322 titles for 1898. 
Taken together, those four regions account for the dominant proportion of book 
production in ali of India. There are no statistics for the entire subcontinent, 
but I would consider 200,000 titles to be a modest estimate of the total output 
for the nineteenth century. 

“Publications Registered at Curator's Office, Allahabad during the Year 1869” 
in “Selections ftom the Records of Government, North-Western Provinces” 
(1870), V/23/129, 

'The reports from 1874 illustrate the same complacent and condescending atti- 
tude among British authorities in different parts of the subcontinent: “Reports 
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on Publications Issued and Registered in the Several Provinces of British India 
during the Year 1874,” V/23/28. The report from Oudh (the old colonial spelling 
of Avadh) stated flatly that almost no literature existed outside the traditional 
genres of religion and poetry. The report from the Northwestern Provinces 
(roughly Uttar Pradesh and Uttarancha today) found little, except for school 
books. The reports from Mysore and Coorg noted nothing of interest aside from 
booklets written for a regional variety of street theater. And the report from the 
Punjab concluded bluntly, “No literary work of any importance has appcared 
during the year” No one complained of political agitation. The Madras report 
noted, “The column of Politics is altogether bare this year, owing probabiy to 
the very gulet times in which we live” And the report from Bombay found 
nothing to deplore other than two indecent Urdu prints: “The general tone 
of the publications under review was unobjectionable as regards morality and 
loyalty.” In 1870 the report ftom the Northwestern Provinces concluded, “As yet 
the intellectual culture amounts to little else than patchwork clearances in the 
jungle” “Publications Received at Curator's Office, Allahabad during the Year 
1870” V/23/129. 

The authorities seem to have been fairy vigilant about the import of seditious 
literature during tbe nationalist agitation of the early twentieth century, as 
indicated in the “confidential” political papers of the Home Department Pro- 
ceedings of the Government of India: P/7581, P/7590, P/7875, P/8153, P/8430, 
P/8431. But a careful reading of those papers turned up relatively few cases 
involving sedition as the British understood it. In Nov. 1906, for example, 
the police confiscated three boxes of books and periodicals that had been 
shipped from Cairo to M. A. Jetekar, a bookseller in Bendi Bazaar, Bom- 
bay. Most of the books were Arabic treatises on religion and law, but one 
of the journal articles called upon the Egyptians to overthrow their British 
conguerors. Jetekar was judged to be a “respectable” dealer during his inter- 
rogation and was released after promising to cancel his subscription to the 
periodical: P/7587, pro. no. 258. In 1908, Bombay officials received special 
authority to İntercept the mail in order to confiscate copies of a book on 
the Rebellion of 1857 by V. D. Savarkar: P/8153, pro. nos. 23-27, In 1909 
the French authorities in Pondicherry offered to cooperate with the British 
but tolerated the printing of journals like India, which had moved to their 
territory from Madras. Judging from the confidential correspondence in the 
India Office, the French enjoyed lecturing the British on “the İimits permit 
ted by the French legislature on the subject of the liberty of the press”: Minto 
to Morley, April 1, 1809, P/8153, pro. nos. 44-52. But the correspondence 
does not suggest that Pondicherry functioned as a source of forbidden books 
in a manner comparable to Amsterdam and Geneva in eighteenth-century 
Europe. i 
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In 1878 the British imposed restrictions on the vernacular press by a “gagging 
act” (the Vernacular Press Act), which was intended to stifle eriticism of the 
Second Afghan War. It set off vehement protests among the Indians, because 
it suggested that freedom of the press existed only on one side of the line that 
divided Britons from “natives.” But the act was repealed in 1880, when Lord 
Ripon succeeded Lord Lytton as viceroy in Calcutta and Gladstone replaced 
Disraeli as prime minister in London, 

This account is based primarily on the documents in the Oriental and India 
Office Collections of the British Library, but it also draws on Sumit Sarkar, The 
Swadeshi Movement in Bengal, 1903—1908 (New Delhi, 1973), and Peter van der 
Veer, Religious Nationalism: Hindus and Muslims in India (Berkeley, 1994), as 
well as on standard histories of India. 

Dispatch of Denzil Ibbetson, April 30, 1907, P/7590, pto. no. 183: “The Punjabi 
is no doubt less hysterical than the Bengali. But he is not exempt from the 
defects of the East. Credulous to a degree which is difficult for us to understand, 
traditionally disposed to believe evil of his government, difficult to arouse, per 
haps, but emotional and inflammable when once atoused, he affords ground 
admirabiy adapted to the purposes of the political agitator.” 

Dispatch of Sir Herbert White, Aug. 1, 1907, P/7590, pro. no. 69, 

Dispatch of H. |. Stanyon, July 28, 1907, P/7590, pro. no. 71. 

Dispatch of the Commissioner of the Nagpur Division, Aug. 7, 1907, P/7590, 
pro, no. Tİ. 

See the dispatches ftom the Northwestern Frontier Province, July 29, 1907, 
P/7590, pro. no. 72; from Eastern Bengal and Assam, March 24, 1908, P/7875, 
pro. no. 24; and from Mysore, Sept. 1, 1909, P/8430, pro. no. 65. 

Minto to Morley, July 11, 1907, P/7590, pto. no. 31: “Nothing can be further 
from our intentions or more opposed to the spirit of our general policy than to 
interfere in any way with the legitimate functions of the press. But when the 
public safety is in.danger, we claim for the executive government the right to 
intervene, ... Here isno guestion of the liberty of the press. The object is simply 
to stir up disaffection.” 

Cotton penetrated the weak points in Morley's policy so effectively that Morley 
came to dread his guestions and reguested information from India that would 
provide some protection: Morley to Minto, July 5, 1907, P/7590, pro. no. 3i; 
Morley to Minto, April 25, 1910, P/8430, pro. no. 55. See also the related infor- 
mation in the dispatches of July 29, Oct. 22, and Dec. 17, 1908: P/8153, pro. nos. 
15, 21, and 36; and the published version of the Minto-Morley correspondence: 
India, Minto and Morley, 1905—1910; Compiled from the Correspondence between 
the Viceroy and the Secretary of State by Mary, Countess of Minto (London, 1935), 
See the reports on the raid in Calcutta of May 2, 1908, in P/7875, pp. 625 and 
971. 
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Dispatch from the government of Bombay, July 30, 1909, P/8430, pro. no. 65. 
Dispatch from the viceroy's office, June 17, 1910, P/8431, pro. no. 159. 
P/7875, pro. no. 95. The government also refused to allow the import of a trans- 
lation of an essay by Tolstoy, Ek Hindu pratye Mahan Tolstoy no Kagal, or Great 
Tolstoy's Letter to a Hindu, which the young M. K. Gandhi produced as a pam- 
phlet in South Africa. In deseribing Gandhi, a translator for the government 
of Bengal warned, “Though he pretends to be a lover of peace and a thorough 
passive resister, he evidentiy wants to drive the English out of India, and freely 
gives utterance to sentiments which are not calculated to teach peace and good 
will towards the ruling nation” P/18431, pro. no, 69. The police later confiscated 
a copy of Gandhi's Gujurati pamphlet Hind Swaraj, or Indian Home Rule. He 
reacted by sending an English translation to the Government of India, “entirely 
to assist it. This in no way means that | necessarily approve of any or all the 
actions of the Government, or the methods on which it is based. In my humble 
opinion, every man has a rigbt to hold any opinion he chooses, and to give 
effect to it also, so long as, in doing so, he does not use physical violence” 
Gandhi to the Government of India, April 16, 1910, P/8431, pro. ne. 96. 
Dispatch of M. W. Fenton in the Punjab, June 11, 1909, P/8153, pro. no. 145. 
Reports on seditious literature in the Punjab, May-July, 1909, P/ 8153, pro. nos. 
145—53. 
See the cases in P/8431, pro. nos. 117-34 and P/8153, pro. nos. 89-94. 
The key text in Section 124A, chap. 6, p. 424, of the Indian Penal Code of 1860, 
reads as follows: “Whoever by words, either spoken or intended to be read, or 
by signs, or by visible representation or otherwise, excites or attempis to excite 
feelings of disaffection to the Government established by law in British India, 
shali be punished with transportation for life or for any term, to which fine may 
be added .. » V/8/319. An “Explanation,” which followed, attempted, not very 
successfulİy, to make clear that disaffection “is not the expression of disapproba- 
tion of Government measures by one disposed to be obedient to its authority.” 
In a separate section, pp. 292-93, which had nothing to do with sedition, the 
code forbade the sale of obscene books and prints. 
The documentation concerning both Tilak cases was reproduced in Law 
Relating to Press and Sedition, the compilation prepared for the government by 
G. K. Roy in 1915: V5597, In the first case, the judge construed “disaffection” in 
a broad way, despite the defense argument that the term was impossibiy vague. 
“İndian Penal Code Amendment Act, 1898” ibid., p. 11. This law also added 
a new section, İ53A, which provided severe punishment for anyone “who pro- 
motes or attempts to promote feelings of enmity or hatred between different 
classes of Her Majesty's subjects”” Although intended primarily to prevent 
hostility between Hindus and Muslims, Section 153A was later used to punish 
insulting temarks by Indians against Btitons, 
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“Indian Press Act of 1910” ibid., p. 45. 


» For the texis of the Dramatic Performances Act and the Newspapers Act, see 
) 


ibid., pp. 8—10 and 35-38, 

The text of the poem and the documentation from the case, including the guo- 
tations cited below, come from P/8431, pro. nos. 144-64. 

R. Nathan to Government of East Bengal and Assam, July, 1907: report on 
disturbances in Mymensingh District, April-May, 1907, P/7590, pro. no. 58, 
a account, including all guotations, comes from P/7875, pro. nos. 
P/8153, pro. nos. 110-17, 

The text and the following account of the two cases comes from P/8193, pro. 
nos. 112—31, i 
These are Justice Strachey's words as guoted by T. Thornhill, a magistrate in 
Calcutta, on Feb, 23, 1909, while condemning Babu Kiran Chandra Mukerjee 
to eighteen months in prison for writing a book entitled Pantha in Bengali: 
P/8153, pro. nos. 89-94. Like many other magistrates, Thornhill had to sort out 
a good deal of Vedic mythology, but he found it easy to reach a verdici: “1 can 
have no difficulty in coming to the conclusion that the booklet was written and 
published with the intention of bringing into hatred and contempt and exciting 
disaffection towards the Government in India” 
The case involved the publication of another songbook, Bande Mataram Sangit 
compiled by Ramani Mohan Das, who was declared guilty of violating Da 
IZ4A on May 19, 1909: P/8153, pro, nos. 43—47, 


« P/8153, pro. nos. 110—17, 


P/8431, pro. nos. 60—65, 


. This and the following guotations come from the proceedings of the trial, 


P/8153, pto. nos. 1127-31, 


. P/8153,pro.no. 142. 

. İbid. and, for similar reports from ICS agents, P/8153, pro. nos. 135—47, 
. P/8153, pro. nos. 112, 115, and 142. 

. P/8430, pro, no. 103, 


PART THREE 


I published a general account of the fall of the Berlin Wall and the collapse 
of Fast Germany as Berlin Journal, 1989-1990 (New York, 1991). Part 3, pp. 
193-217, includes my interviews with the censors and reports on Writers and 
literary institutions. An early version of my interview with the censors appeared 
as “Aus der Sicht des Zensors: Von der Überwachung der Literatur” in Lettre 
İmternationale 3, no. 10 (Autumn 1990): 6-9, Throughout this book, I will refer 
to the German Democratic Republic by its usual English acronym, the GDR, 
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and to the Federal Republic of Germany as the FRG, Because it had been forci- 
biy united with ehe Social Democratic Party in 1946, the Communist Party was 
formally known as the Socialist Unity Party of Germany (Sozialistische Ein- 
heitspartei Deutschlands, or SED). | will generally refer to it as the Communist 
Party and will occasionally use the common acronym SED, 

See Theodor Constantin, Plaste und Elaste: Ein deytsch-deutsches Wörterbuch 
(Berlin, 1988), 27 and 67. 

The publishing houses are listed in the official GDR directory Verlage der 
Deutschen Demokratischen Republik (Leipzig, 1988). 

Zensur in der DDR: Geschichte, Praxis und “Âsthetik” der Behinderung von Litera- 
tur, ed. Ernest Wichner and Herbert Wiesner (Berlin, 1991), 53. 

Ibid., 75 and 8, 

See especialiy Wichner and Wiesner, Zensur in der DDR and the other volume 
they edited, “Literaturentwicklungsprozesse”: Die Zensur in der DDR, ed. Ernest 
Wichner and Herbert Wiesner (Frankfurt am Main, 1993); Siegftied Lokatis, 
“Verlagspolitik zwischen Plan und Zensur: Das 'Amt für Literatur und Verlag- 
swesen oder die schwere Geburt des Literaturapparates der DDR,” Historische 
DDR-Forschung: Aufsâtze und Studien, ed. Jürgen Kocka (Berlin, 1993); Simone 
Barck and Siegfried Lokatis, “Jedes Buch ein Abentever”: Zensur-System und lit 
erarische Öffentlichkeiten in der DDR bis Ende der sechziger Jahve (Berlin, 1997); 
Simone Barck and Siegfried Lokatis, Zensurspiele: Heimliche Literaturgeschichten 
dus der DDR (Halle, 2008); and Das Loch in der Mawer: Der innerdentsche Lit- 
eraturaustausch, ed. Mark Lehmstedt and Siegfried Lokatis (Wiesbaden, 1997). 
This essay concerns only the censorship of books and literary institutions, not 
the press and other media. 

“Protokol! der Sektorenleiterberatung vom 14/12/84” Abteilung Kultur, ins. 
32704, Archiv der Partelen und Massenorganisationen der DDR. The following 
discussion is based on these extensive archives, which were produced within the 
Central Committee of the Communist (SED) Party, especially by the office of 
Kurt Hager (“Büro Hager”) and the Culture Division (“Abteilung Kultur”). 
Ragwitz to Hager, Nov. 11, 1981, and Oct. 11, 1981, ms. 34935, 

Ragwitz to Hager, July 7, 1983, ms. 34870, The statistics referred only to GDR fic- 
tion categorized under belles-lettres. The Verlage der Deutschen Demokratischen 
Republik set the total number of titles produced in 1985 at 6,471, with a total 
of 144,600,000 copies. The round figures it gave for 1988 were 6,900 titles and 
150,000,000 copies. Estimating output as more than eight books per person, it 
claimed that the GDR was one of the leaders worldwide in book production. 
Ragwitz's bureaucratic style is particularly apparent in a memo that sbe sent to 
Hager on April 18, 1983, entitled “Information zu aktuellen Fragen des thema- 


“tischen Plans für die Buchproduktion 1983,” ms. 34870. 


yp 


11. 


2. 
13, 


14. 
5. 
16. 
Ni. 
18. 


19, 
20, 


21. 


22. 


Notes to Pages 169-172 271 


For basic biographical information about public figures in the GDR, including 
many authors, see Wer War Wer in der DDR (Berlin, 2010). 

Ragwitz to Hager, March 1, 1982, ms. 32709, 

Another example of informal exchange is a note from Ragwitz to Hager dated 
April 16, 1984, ms. 32709. le mentioned difficulties that had developed with 
Christa Wolf, the GDR's bestrknown authör, criticism of the literary review 
Sinn und Form, the need to prevent public discussion of the sensitive subject 
of reguests for travel outside the GDR, and problems with disaffected young 
authors. 

Protokoli der Sektorenleiterberatung, March 28, 1984, ms. 32704. 

Protokoli der Sektorenleiterberatung, Feb. 6, 1984, ms. 32704. 

Protokoll der Sektorenleiterberatung, April 23, 1984, ms. 32704. See also the 
Protokoll of May 22, 1984, ms. 32704, 

“Notiz. Arbeitsbesprechung des Genossen Hager mit Genossin Ursula Ragwitz 
und Genossen Hans-Joachim Hoffmann am 24-11-82” ms. 42325, 

Report on a meeting of Hager and Höpcke, Feb. 18, 1988, ms. 42325. 

Ibid. 

Höpcke to Hager, Oct. 31, 1983, ms. 30344. Monika Maron implored Hager to 
grant her permission to travel to the West in a distraught letter dated Feb. 23, 
1983, ms. 33512. 

Höpcke to Hager, Oct. 31, 1983, Oct. 6, 1983, and Oct. 10, 1983, ms 30344, 
In his long and detailed letter of Oct. 31, Höpcke informed Hager about a 
wide variety of literary matters so that Hager could consider them before a 
meeting in which he and Höpcke would reach strategic decisions. Höpcke 
began the letter with a general statement that typified the way literature was 
discussed at the highest level of the GDR: “1 have given much thought to the 
experience of reading recent GDR literature from the perspective of ideology 
and worldview, and I could... present some reflections about it.” He then 
discussed delicate guestions, such as how to deal with the eminent dissident 
author Stefan Heym, who published works in the FRG without petmission 
from the authorities of the GDR: “The publishing house Der Motgen has in 
its possession a manuscript of a novel entitled Schwarzenberg. As suggested 
by the accompanying reviews of comrades in the belles-lettres section of the 
HV, a publication (of the novel| in our republic is out of the guestion; it is not 
even sensible to have a discussion of this with the author. For this is a mat 
ter of anti-Sovietism, falsifying the history of certain episodes in the region 


around Schwarzenberg, which in 1945 was temporarily unoccupied by either 
the Soviet or U.S. troops.” 

Höpcke to Hager, Oct. 10, 1983, and an undated “Notiz” by Höpcke about his 
meeting with Hilbig on Oct. 6, 1983, ms. 30344, 
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Höpceke to Hager, Oct. 31, 1983, ms. 30344. A few months earlier, the authori- 

tes had refused Braun's reguest that he be permitted to receive Die Zeit. Höpcke 

proposed rescinding that decision, even though he expected some Party mem- 

bers to object. 

See, for example, the list and accompanying dossiers filed under the heading 

“Eingaben, 1985,” ms. 42298. 

Walter Vogt, first secretary of the Verband der Theaterschaffenden der DDR in 
Berlin to Peter Heldt, undated, ms. 36835/1. 

Erika Hinkel memorandum to Hager, Dec. 20, 1973, ms. 36833/1, 

Kirsch to Oberbürgermeister Kraak, March 18, 1975, copy of a letter included in 
Kirsch to Erika Hinkel, March 18, 1975, ms. 3683541. 

Kirsch to Hager, Dec. 31, 1984, and Ragwitz to Hager, Feb. 27, 1985, ms 3683541. 
In a letter to Hager of March 3, 1987, ms. 36835/1, Hermann Axen, a member 
of the Politburo, protested against some poems that Kirsch had recently pub- 
lished in Neye Devtsche Literatur, the İiterary review of the Authors Union: 
“Some of these 'poems' contain, in my opinion, unmistakabiy direct attacks on 
and disparagement of our state and our leadership. . .. Must one publish these 
attacks in the journal of the Authors Union and then in the Eulenspiegel 
Press?” 

Ragwitz to Hager, March 23, 1983, with a report on Hilbig and his volume of 
poetry, Stimme, Stümme, dated Dec. 14, 1982, ms. 38787. 

Memo to Hager from the Culture Division of the Partys Central Committee, 
Jan. 12, 1984, ms. 38787. 

Memo to Hager by Ragwitz, Dec. 14, 1982, ms. 38787. 

For example, in her report on Hilbig to Hager of March 23, 1983, ms. 38787, 
Ragvwitz said that the Reclam publishing house had been warned that it should 
not accept a revised version of Stimme, Stimme that included “expressions 
against real socialism.” 

In 1976 the Party had issued a “severe reprimand” to Hermlin for his role in 
the Biermann affair. On March 20, 1985, Hermann Kant, the president of the 
Authors Union, wrote to Honecker, suggesting that they revoke that sanction, 
since Hermlin had been steadfast in defending GDR policies for the past nine 
years, but he recommended that they do so without any debate in the executive 
board of the union so as to avoid opening old wounds. Ms. 36835. 

Hermlin to Hager, March 17, 1983, ms, 38787. 

Ragwitz to Hager, March 23, 1983, ms. 38787. 

Höpcke to Hager, March 6, 1985, ms. 38787. 

Hager to Hoffmann, Aug, 8, 1985, ms. 36835/1. Earlier in 1985, Hilbig had run 
into further difficulties with Reclam, his East German publisher, concerning 
Der Brief, a collection of his prose writings, and he had had it published without 
permission by Fischer in the FRG. 
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Hermlin to Honecker, Oct, 19, 1985, ms. 36835/1, 

Hilbig to Honecker, Aug. 26, 1985, ms. 3683541. 

Hager to Hoffmann, Oct. 17, 1985, ms. 36835/1. In a letter to Hager of Sept. 
22, 1985, Hoffmann recommended granting the visa, even though Hilbig 
had published Der Brief without permission in the FRG and even though 
“the content of the text shows that Hilbig until now is not capable of making 
his İiterary activities agree with the cultural-political expectations of the 
GDR.» 

See, for example, the hostile report on Volker Braun's Hinze-Kunze-Roman, 
which Ragwitz sent to Hager on Sept. 9, 1985, guoted below, in n. 150, 

The term crops up in several of the letters that were addressed to Hager from 
the general public and that were collected in three dossiers labeled “Stand- 
punkte, Meinungen . . . aus der Bevölkerung,” 1987-89, ms. 42280/1, 42280/2, 
and 42280/3. One of the poems that the HV insisted on deleting from Volker 
Braun's Wir und nicht sie was entitled “Die Mauer.” Unsigned report to Hager 
from the HV, Feb, 15, 1971, ms 36834/1. 

Ragvwitz to Hager, Dec. 23, 1981, which includes the letter of protest, dated Dec. 
20, 1981, ms. 32747. The Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee 
produced a long report on the Anthology and its authors dated Oct. 1, 1981, and 
it also produced three memoranda recommending measures to be taken. These 
documents were filed together in ms. 32747. 

Ouotation from an unsigned and undated memorandum from Kultur filed with 
the documents in ms. 32747. 

“Conception of a future policy regarding the authors who wish to produce a vol- 
ume sponsored by the Academy of Arts (as a kind of anthology)/” an unsigned 
memorandum from the Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee, 
Nov. 6, 1981, ms. 32746. 

Unsigned report on the Anthology group from the Culture Division of the Par- 
ty's Central Committee, dated Jan. 27, 1982, ms. 32746. 

“İnformation zum Literaturgesprâch am 29-10-81,” an unsigned report filed with 
the Anthology documents in ms. 32747. 

“Conception of a future policy,” cited above, n. 45. This memorandum con- 
tained similar deseriptions of thirty authors connected with the Anthology. 
The bestdocumented among the many accounts of Anderson's spying is Joa- 
chim Walther, Sicherunesbereich Literatur: Schriftsteller und Staatssicherheit in der 
Deutschen Demokratischen Republik (Berlin, 1996), 63942. 

Ragwitz to Honecker, April 3, 1981, ms. 32747. 

Unsigned memorandum by the Culture Division of the Party's Central Com- 
mittee, June 29, 1981, ms. 32747. Ragwitz drafted a reply for a rebuttal of the 
Western broadcasts, which was to be issued in Honecker's name: Ragwitz to 


Hager April 6, 1981, ms. 32747. 
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Ragwitz to Hager, Dec. 9, 1982, with an accompanying report, ms. 32146. 
Memorandum of the Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee, Nov. 
12, 1982, ms. 32746. This memorandum, clearly intended for Hager and the 
leading members of the Party, gave a thoughtful but dogmatic diagnosis of GDR 
literature, its problems, and its relations to the needs of Fast German readers. 
İn analyzing recent difficulties with writers, it noted, “The authors insufficient 
Marxistleninist education and vety narrowly limited connections to socialist 
reality are often the reason that the critical element predominates and ulti- 
mately works in a destructive manner, Complicated formulations arise in which 
the authors” explicit commitment to the GDR is linked with views that are alien 
to socialism, for example petit bourgeois notions of humanism or subjectivism 
concerning the relation between the ideal and reality.” 
“Conception of a future policy,” cited above, n. 45, 
Memorandum of the Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee, unti- 
ded and also dated Nov. 6, 1981, ms. 32746. The “Literaturzentren” were estab- 
lished and usualİy attracted from eight to fifty members, but they did not seem 
to be very effective, according to a report by the Culture Division of the Party's 
Central Committee dated Oct. 12, 1982, ms. 32746. 
These measures are described in an undated memorandum from Ragwitz to 
Hager, ms. 32741. 
This remark, dated June 20, 1983, comes from a handout with excerpis from Braun's 
notebooks that was distributed at a lecture he gave in Berlin on March 1, 1994. 
For the wide range of fiction, poetry, essays, “proletarian-revolutionary belles- 
lettres” light literature, and other genres published by the Mitteldeutscher Ver- 
İag, which was the most important publisher of GOR fiction in the 19805, see 
Verlage der Deutschen Democratischen Republik, 45. 
Erich Loest, Der Zorn des Schafes (Munich, 1993 ed.), 38 and 229. 
Erich Loest, Der vierte Zensor: Der Roman “Es geht seinen Gang” und die Dun- 
kelmânner (Stuttgart, 2003), 30. 
Die Schere im Kopf: Über Zensur u. Selbstzensur, ed. Henryk M. Broder (Cologne, 
1976). 
This is the interpretation of Manfred Jâger in “Literaturentavicklungsprozesse,” 
78-47. See also the remarks on selfcensorship by Christoph Hein in his 
demand for the abolition of censorship at the congress of the Authors Union 
in 1987. X. Schriftstellerkongress der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik: Arbeits- 
gruppen (Berlin, 1987), 229. Looking back on his experience before the collapse 
of the GDR, Uwe Kolbe remarked, “Self-censorship is the actual, the ali-mighty 
censorship” Eragebogen: Zensur. Zur Literatur vor und nach dem Ende der DDR, 
ed. Richard Zipser (Leipzig, 1995), 225. 
Joachim Seyppel, “Der Potzellanhund,” in Zensur in der DDR, 25—26. See also 
the essay by Bernd Wagner in the same volume, 27-28. | 
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64. Ministerium für Kultur, HV Verlage und Buchhandel, The enormouş run of 
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dossiers submitted to the HV by the MDV were filed under the general rubrics 
DRI.2188 and DRL.2189, Each dossier was classifed by the name of the author 
whose work was being submitted by the publisher for a printing authorization 
(DOruckgenehmigung). V also sampled the papers of other publishers in the DRI 
series, and I would especially recommend that other researchers consult the 
54-page dossier on Günter de Bruyn and his novel Neye Herrlichkeit in DRL2189 
pa unsigned, undated memorandum, probabiy written in the Culture Divi. 
sion of the Party's Central Committee in Sept. 1978, ms. 32747 The memo 
explained that once they had examined the supposediy finished manuscript 
the publisher and chief editor of the Verlag Neues Leben informed Jakobs ba 
they could not accept it, for ideological reasons: “Mentioned in particular 
Bere the deficiencies of the basic ideological concept, undialectical opposi- 
tion of the individual and the social system, a falsified image of socialism 
Ki of motivation regarding the actions of some of the characters in e 
novel. 
Dossier Ahrndt, DRI2189, As mentioned, the dossiers are identified by th 
names of the authors, Me 
Dossier Flieger, DR1.2189, 
Dossier Brandstner, DR1.2189, 
Dossier Hammer, DRI,2189, 
Dossler Bruns, DRI.2189, In a letter to tbe HV of May 29, 1984, Helga Dut 
discussed the literary weaknesses of the manuscript in detail and İK 
“Here on the side of the publisher, many compromises had to be made.” 
Dossier Cibulka, DRL.2189, 
Dossier Râhmer, DRL2188, 
Dossier Reinowski, DRL2188, 
See, for example, dossier Ebersbach, DRL.2189, 
Dossier Höntsch-Harendt, DRL2189, 
Dossier Künne, DRL.2189, 
a for example, the dossier Kruschel, Heinz, on his crime novel Tantalus, 
EO vi Gerhard, on his crime novel Von einem 
Dossier Herzberg, DR1.2189, 
Fot example, her note on the dossier Meinck, Willi, DRL2188, 
Dossier Mensching, DRI.2188, 
Dossier Nowack, DRI.2188. 
ii Ursula, on Der Schlangenbaum: Fine Reise nach Moçambigue, 
Dossier Speitel, Ulrich, on Das Grafenbett, DR1.2188. 
Dossier Schulz-Semrau, Elisabeth, on Suche nach Karalautschi, DR1.2188. 
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See, for example, the dossier Herold, Ulrich, on Was haben wir von Martin 
Luther?, DR1.2188. 

Stasi-Akten zawischen Politik und Zeitgeschichte: Eine Zwischenbilanz, ed. Siepfried 
Suckut and Jürgen Weber (Munich, 2003), 161. 

Loest printed extensive excerpts from the dossiers in Der Zorn des Schafes. See 
especially pp. 84 and 148 and also his further account in Die Stasi war mein 
Eckermann: Mein Leben mit der Wanze (Göttingen, 1991). 

Among the many works on the Stasi and intellectuals, see Walther, Sicherungs- 
bereich Literatun, 21, which documents the role played by Christa Wolf, and 
Sonia Combe, Üne sociğt& sous surveillance: Les intellectuels et la Stasi (Paris, 
1999). Christa Wolf's collaboration with the Stasi first came to İight in an arti- 
cle in Berliner Zeitung, Jan. 21, 1993, which was taken up by Der Spiegel, Jan. 
25, 1993, and then discussed widely in the German press. The Stasi's spying on 
Wolf herself amounted to forty-two volumes. An East German friend told me in 
1992 that I had my own dossier in the Stasi files and guoted a report in which | 
appeared as “a progressive young bourgeois.” 

The following account is based on Walter Janka, Sehwierigkeiten mit der Wahrheit 
(Reinbek bei Hamburg, 1989), and Janka, Die Unterwerfung: Eine Kriminalges- 
chichte aus der Nachkriegszeit (Munich, 1994), 

Janka's health was severely damaged in prison, but he eventually recovered and 
found work as a translator and in the film industry, Owing to the danger of 
further imprisonment, he did not speak openly about his experience until Oct. 
28, 1989, when Heiner Müller and others organized a reading in the Deutsches 
Theater from a text that was later published as Schwierigkeiten mit der Wahrheit. 
Die Unterwerfung, 27-28, 

Ibid., 50—51. 

The following account is based on Loest's Der Zorn des Schafes and Die Stasi war 
mein Eckermann. 

Der Zorn des Schafes, 96. 

Honecker made his famous “no taboos” remark contingent on a strong commit. 
ment to socialism: “Wenn iman von der festen Position des Sozialismus ausgeht, 
kann es meines Erachtens auf dem Gebiet von Kunst und Literatur keine Tabus 
geben” Martin Sabrow, “Der unterschâtzte Diktator,” Der Spiegel, Aug. 20, 2012, 
The remark resonated through the letters sent by authors to officials in the 
Party from 1971 until 1989, but in the 19805 it was usually cited to exptess 
disappointment at the continuation of repressive censotship. For example, in 
a letter to Hager, undated but marked as received on Jan. 7, 1988 (ms. 42313), 
Rainer Kerndle protested against the refusal of the HV to permit his novel Eine 
gemischte Gesellschaft, noting, “1 still have partially in memory the conclusion of 
the Eighth Party Congress according to which there should be no taboos for art 


e 


96. 


91. 


9S. 


99. 


100, 


101, 


102. 


Notes to Pages 199-203 283 


and literature in our society.” Ericht Loest recounted his own disillusionment at 
Honecker's “berühmten Worte” in Der Zorn des Schafes, 60. 
Among the many accounts of the Biermann affair, see Derek Fogg, “Exodus 
from a Promised Land: The Biermann Affair” in The Writer and Society in the 
GDR, ed. lan Wallace (Fife, Scotland, 1984), 134—51. One of the most interest- 
ing reflections on it is by Biermann himself: Wie man Verse macht und Lieder: 
Eine Poetik in acht Gângen (Cologne, 1997), chap. 7. 
Translation of an interview published in La Stampa on July 4, 1984, made for the 
Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee, ms, 32747. 

The limits of this essay make it impossible for me to go into details, but 1 will List 
the dossiers in the papers of Hager's office that might interest other researchers: 
mss. 38788 (Volker Braun, Günther de Bruyn); 36834 (Volker Braun); 39000 
(Christa Wolf); 38786 (Christa Wolf, Monika Maron); 39005 (Franz Fühmann); 
38787 (Erwin Strittmatter); 38789 (Monika Maron, Heiner Müller); 36835 
(Christoph Hein). In a discussion with Cbristel Berger, which was reported to 
Ursula Ragwitz and Kurt Hager in a memortandum dated Oct. 20, 1985, ms. 
39000, Christa Wolf described the role she wanted to play in the GDR: she 
intended to devote herself to her writing far from Berlin in the town of Woserin, 
Mecklenburg, but she did not want to be cut off from the cultural and political 
life of the GDR. Despite the impossibility of debating substantive guestions, she 
hoped to remain in the SED, as Erich Honecker had advised her to do, although 
she could understand if the Party wanted to expel her. 

İn a lecture given at Magdeburg on Nov. 14, 1992, Höpcke confirmed the wide- 
spread belief that Christa Wolf had persuaded the HV to insert the ellipsis dots: 
Höpceke, “Glanz und Elend der DDR-Kultur,” p. 8 (typescript of a private copy 
sent to me by Höpcke, in a letter of July 14, 1994). 

Kassandra: Vier Vorlesungen: Eine Erzâhlung (Berlin and Weimar, 1987; Ist ed., 
1983), 110. 

“Report on a conversation with Christa Wolf on 22-8-1983,” a memotandum 
by Höpcke, presumabiy for Hager, in ms. 38786/2: “1 asked her how it could 
be that in the third lecture on “Kassandra” NATO and che Warsaw Pact were 
eguated and unilateral disarmament envisaged (passages that we deleted from 
the GDR edition of the book). I could not follow her reasoning, and it was 
incomprehensible to me that she could have come to such ideas. Christa Wolf 
said that she was well aware of the views opposed to the opinions that she had 
consigned to writing. She had thought them through again and again. But in 
the end she had come to the conclusion that unilateral disarmament was the 
way OuL.” 

Among the many studies of Volker Braun and his besteknown novel, Hinze- 
Kunze-Roman, see especially Volker Braun in Perspective, ed. Rolf Jucker (Amster 
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dam and New York, 2004), and Kai Köhler, Volker Brauns Hinze-Kunze-Texte: 
Von der Produktivitât der Widersprüche (Würzburg, 1996). 

Braun to Sigrid Busch, Chefdramaturgin im Deutschen Nationaltheater Wei- 
mar, undated, copy included in a letter by Arno Hochmut to Hager's assistant, 
Erika Hinkel, May 7, 1969, ms. 3683441. 

Memorandum by the HV, Feb. 15, 1971, ms. 36834/1. See also Johannes Hornie, 
head of the science division of the Central Committee to Hager, Feb. 22, 197i, 
ms. 3683441. 

Hager to Ragwitz, Nov. 2, 1983, ms. 36834/1, 

Memorandum on a meeting in the Culture Division of the Party's Central 
Committee on Jan. 7, 1976, in Ragwitz to Hager, Jan. 9, 1976, ms. 36834/2. 
Ragwitz to Hager, “Report on a conversation with Comrade Volker Braun on 
9/1/1976” ms. 36834/2. This report gave a remarkabiy full account of how tela- 
tions between writers and the Party were understood at the level of the Central 
Committee, Ragwitz noted, 


I asked him how he could reconcile his last two publications, “Gedâchtnis- 
protokoli” and “Unvollendete Geschichte,” with his position as a member of 
our Party, and said that this guestion had been put to us by many comrades of 
our Party who were upset and to some extent very aroused. This happened as 
much because of the attacks against the politics of the Party and state that the 
poem and story contain, as because of the reaction of the enemy. Volker Braun 
had provided (the enemy)| with material for its anti-Communist propaganda, 
and at the same time he-—-V.B.—was being added to the tanks of the so-called 
dissidents. 

I made it clear to B. that it now was unavoidable for him to make his true 
position clear. Therefore, it is necessary for him to speak out publicly in order to 
make his stance toward the Party believable and to repudiate uneguivocaliy the 
speculation of the enemy. Naturally his conduct in his future publications must 
also be believable. 

The style of my statements was calm, professional, but unbending, 

V.B. then said that he was horrified by how the enemy had used him, that 
he had never wanted that, and that he wished to defend himself publicly. It 
thus became clear to me that he has a completely fanciful and confused appre- 
hension of our reality and of the role of the writer. He expressed a great deal 
that was undigested or got up according to his special view. It is an important 
guestion, as | see it, that according to his conception, the critical function of 
literature should at the same time also be constructive. He claimed that the 


- more critically a writer approached this society, the more constructive his con- 


tribution to its transformation would be. This, in his view, could happen only 


through the representation of cases, actualİy stories, 
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Here I attempted to make clear to him in great detail the difference between 
circumstances, cases that had definitely occurred, and the writer's view and 
evaluation —that is, his stance and responsibility in the process of making gen- 
eralizations through literature. 


Arno Hochmuth to Hager, Jan. 20, 1971, ms. 36834/1. The only two writers 
who defended Braun at meetings of the Authors Union on Jan, 12 and 20, 1971, 
were Stefan Heym and Christa Wolf. Braun was attacked in similar fashion at 
a meeting of the union four years İater for “Gedâchtnisprotokoll” a poem he 
published in the GDR review Kürbiskern. See the report of Konrad Nauman, 
party secretary of the Berlin Bezitksleitung, to Honecker, May 12, 1975, ms. 
36834/2. In defending himself, Braun said he did not want to be associated with 
the position of Wolf Biermann: “That would be for him the worst thing that 
could happen to him, since he did not adopt that position.” 

“Zu Volker Brauns “Che Guevara! —Ergebnisse einer Diskussion,” unsigned 
memorandum to Hager, July 15, 1976, with an unsigned “Aktennotiz” carrying 
the same date, ms. 3683441, 

Memorandum about a meeting between Braun and Hager, July 5, 1977, ms, 
36834/1. Hager told Braun to revise the text so that Guevara's role could not be 
understood as a criticism of the Party, and he noted, “Truth lies objectively in 
the representation of the Marxist-Leninist theory of revolution; that must also 
become clear through the characters and the course of the action.” 

The changes are described in two memoranda prepared by the Culture Divi- 
sion of the Party's Central Committee for Honecker, who initialed them. The 
first, entitled only “Information,” was dated March 22, 1977; the second, “Zu 


Volker Brauns “Guevara, ” 


was dated March 23, 1977. They appear together 
in ms. 36834/2. Braun sent Hager the text of a heavily revised version of the 
ast scene along with an explanatory letter on April 29, 1977, ms. 3683441. 
As far as | can determine, this text does not appear in any edition of Braun's 
writing. 

Memorandum from. the Culture Division of the Party's Central Committee, 
unsigned, dated Dec, 15, 1976, ms. 3683441. 

Report, unsigned and dated March 28, 1977, on a meeting between Hager and 
the Cuban ambassador, Nicolae Rodriguez, on March 25, 1977, ms. 36834/1. 
Meinorandum to Honecker from Paul Markowski, head of the İnternational 
Relations Division of the Party's Central Committee, March 4, 1977, More 
details about the crisis can be found in a report by Erika Hinkel on a meeting in 
Hager's office on April 4, 1977, ms. 36834/1. 

Memorandum “Zu Volker Brauns “Guevata, ” March 23, 1977, ms. 36834/2, and 
the memorandum entitled “İnformation,” March 22, 1977, ms. 36834/2. 

Braun to Honecker, March 23, 1977, ms. 36834/2. 
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“Gesprâche mit Volker Braun am 24/3/77” a report to Honecker by Hager, 
March 25, 1977, ms. 36834/2. 
The most revealing of the many documents produced after the cancelation of 
the play is a “Notiz” about a meeting between Braun and Hager on March 31, 
1977, drafted by Hinkel and dated April 5, 1977, ms. 36834/1. According to its 
account of their conversation, Hager stressed the necessity of defending the 
Cuban Revolution as a victory in the struggle against imperialism and as an 
event of enormous importance for public opinion throughout Latin America. 
Braun's portrayal of Castro undermined that cause. Moreover, his play secmed 
to endorse ultra-leftist attacks on “real socialism” and therefore was unaccepi- 
able in the context of the GDR. In teply, Braun defended “his right as an author 
to sketch the distance between the revolutionary ideal (endgame) and what is 
currentiy feasible Jas represented byl a person.” Hager rejected that argument by 
insisting that Braun's Guevara expressed “pseudo-revolutionary, irresponsible 
prattle” and that the play favored “ultra-left arguments (â la Biermann)” Braun 
said he was ready to rewrite the text yet again, but he would-face a moral prob- 
lem if the play were banned indefinitely: “He could not then (asan author whose 
work could not be performed) remain definitively employed by the Deutsches 
Theater and draw a monthiy salary, but must withdraw from the public, unable 
any more to respond to its guestions.” 

The most important documents connected with the prohibition of the play, 
aside from those already cited, are a letter from Braun to Hager, undated but 
after their meeting of March 3İ, 1977, which said that he now felt more optü- 
mistic about being able to continue with his work; a “Notiz” drafted by Erika 
Hinkel on a meeting that took place in Hager's office on April 4, 1977, and that 
involved members of the Deutsches Theater, members of the Culture Division 
of the Party's Central Committee, and officials in the Ministry of Culture; and 
memoranda from Hinkel to Hager dated June 1 and June 24, 1977, about phone 
calls from Braun conceming the future of the play. Alİ are scattered through 
the run of documents about the play in ms. 3683441. 

The following account is based primarily on the archives of Hager's office and 
the Culture Division of the Party's Ceniral Committee, especially mss. 34377, 
36834/1, 36834/2, 38787, and 38788; but it owes a great deal to the superb 
edition of documents from the MDV, Ein “Oberkunze darf nicht vorkommen”: 
Materiglien zur Publikationsgeschichte und Zensur des Hinze-Kunze-Romans von 
Volker Braun, ed. York-Gothart Mix (Wiesbaden, 1993), cited henceforth as 
Oberkunze. 

Köhler, Volker Brauns Hinze-Kunze-Texte, chaps. 2 and 3. 

Hinze-Kunxze-Roman (Leipzig, 1990; Ist ed., Halle, 1981), 58—61. 
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Holger |. Schubert, “Gutachten” July 12, 1982, in Oberkunze, 41. The other 
reader's report, by Harald Korall, July 22, 1982, follows on pp. 42-44, 
Memorandum on Hinze-Kunze-Roman, in Hoffmann to Hager, Sept, 2, 1985, 
ms. 38788. 

Hinnerk Einhorn, “Gutachten,” Dec, 1982, in Oberkunze, 52. 

Dieter Schlenstedt to Eberhard Günther, undated (Oct. 1983); Dieter Schlen- 
stedi, “Arbeitsgutachten,” Oct. 1983; and Hans Kaufmann, “Gutachten,” 
Nov. 4, 1983, in Oberkunze, 62-80. Schlenstedt rewrote his report in the form 
of fictitious letters, which were published as the “Lesehilfe” at the end of the 
novel (in the 1985 ed., pp. 197-223) and which were ostensibly addressed 
to the publisher, to the reader, to Braun, and to a critic within the Authors 
Union. 

İnterview with Dieter Schlenstedt done after the collapse of the GDR, in 
Oberkunze, 229, 

Helga Duty, “Verlagsgutachten,” Jan. 13, 1984, in Oberkunze, 83. 

Ibid., 84. 

Eberhard Günther to Klaus Selbig, Jan. 13, 1984, in Oberkunze, 85—87. 

Klaus Selbig to Klaus Höpcke, Jan. 28, 1984, in Oberkunze, 91. Selbig's letter 
showed a sophisticated understanding of Braun's text and of literature in gen- 
eral, which 1 believe was characteristic of the censors in the HV. For example, 
in the course of an acute exegesis of the manuscript, he guoted Michel Butors 
interpretation of Jacgues le fataliste, 

Werner Neubert, “Gutachten,” July 13, 1984, in Oberkunze, 93—96, guvtation 
from p. 94. 

Helga Duty, “Verlagsgutachten,” Dec. 11, 1984, in Oberkunze, 100-104, 
guotation from p. 103. On these developments, see Selbig to Höpcke, July 
13, 1984; Selbig to Braun, July 17, 1984; Günther to Höpcke, Dec. 11, 1984, 
and the memorandum produced by the HV, January 9, 1985, in Oberkunze, 
97-114. 

Höpceke, “Ein komischer Essay Volker Brauns,” reprinted in Oberkunze, 117-25. 
In a rather strained argument, Höpcke claimed that Braun's social criticism 
should be put in the context of the recent successes of the GDR*s planned econ- 
omy and progressive administration: see, for example, p. 119. 

Tiedke to Mittag, Aug. 21, 1985, ms. 34377. Tiedke sent an egualiy hostile letter 
to Hager on Sept. 9, 1985, ms. 38788. 

The following account is based on the archives of Mittag's office, ms. 34377. The 
memoranda are unsigned and were clearly addressed to Mittag, who wrote his ini- 
tials on each of them, indicating presumabiy that he had received and read them, 
Memorandum, unsigned, Sept. 25, 1985, ms. 34377, 

“Zu dem Hinze-Kunze-Roman von Volker Braun,” unsigned memorandum, Sept. 
3, 1985, ms. 34377. 
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Memorandum, unsigned, Sept. 25, 1985, ms. 34377. 
The memorandum dated Sept. 25, 1985, ms. 34377, named those three authors 
and claimed that they belonged to a “solidarity front of those of the same per 
suasion )Solidaritâtsfront Gleichgesinnter|.” 

“Zum “Hinze-Kunze-Roman' von Volker Braun,” memorandum from the MDV, 
undated (Aug, 1985), Oberkunze, 12831. 

Memarandum by Selbig, Aug, 28, 1985, included in a letter from Hoffmann to 
Hager, Sept. 2, 1985, ms. 38788. 

“Zu dem 'Hinze-Kunze-Roman' von Volker Braun” unsigned memorandum, 
Sept. 3, 1983, initialed as received by Hager, ms. 38788. The memo stressed 
that Kunze was recognizable as a representative of the top members of the Party 
Apparat. Thus, for example, the indications of where Hinze parked the Tatra 
connected Kunze with the Ministry of the İnterior and the Central Committee 
of the SED. 

Hager to Ragwitz, Feb. 11, 1983, ms. 36834/1. 

Hager to Ragwitz, July 7, 1982, ms. 36834/1. Hager noted that Braun's publica- 
tions showed “that he had little comprehension of complicated economic and 
other problems. Also, they go beyond the limits of satire and humor.” 

Ragvwitz reported to Hager about the measures taken to suppress the book in 
a memorandum of Sept. 9, 1985, ms. 38788. A more detailed report on the 
blocking of the sales was produced by H.-G. Hartwich, director of the division 
of book distribution of the HV, on Sept. 12, in Oberkunze, 131-32. 
Memorandum by Ingrid Meyer from the division of book distribution of the HV, 
Sept, 27, 1985, and memorandum by Hinnerk Einhorn, Sept. 27, 1985, on the 
carefulİy managed reading by Braun tbe previous day, in Oberkunze, 140-43. 
Ragwitz to Hager, Sept. 9, 1985, ms. 38788. In denouncing Braun, Ragwitz used 
language that typified her pronouncements on Party affairs: “For him the cen- 
tral İcadership and planning, the leading role of the Party, of the state appa- 
ratus, clearly are decisive obstacles to the achievement of true democracy, of 
communism. His vague, utopian picture of communism, from which he criti- 
cizes the present, bars the way to a worldview that would give him access to the 
true dialectic of developed socialism.” 

İbid. İn another memorandum to Hager, dated Sept. 11, 1985, ms. 38788, his 
assistant, Erika Hinkel, confirmed Ragwitz's assertion that Höpcke had with- 
drawn Hinze-Kunze-Roman from the Plan for 1985 on the grounds that he hoped 
to win more concessions from Braun, and therefore he had issued the printing 
authorization on his own. 

“Protokollnotiz” of meeting on Sept. 16, 1985, ms. 36834/1. 

Hager to Honecker, Sept. 17, 1985, original copy initialed by Honecker as “E.H. 
18.985” ms. 38788. I have found no record of further discussions of this affair 
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at the level of Honecker and the Politburo, although they almost certainly took 
place. 

Hager to Honecker, Sept. 27, 1985, ms. 36828. Honecker underlined important 
passages and initialed this document in his usual manner, Another report— 
unsigned, dated Sept. 30 and filed in Hager's office (ms. 42277/0)—suggested 
that the meeting was not entirely hostile to Braun. It guoted him as saying that 
Hager's intervention had reassured him and had encouraged him to continue 
with his work. 

Report dated Dec. 13, 1985, in Ragwitz to Hager, Dec, 17, 1985, ms. 38788. Sev- 
eral of the reviews commissioned to denigrate Hinze-Kunze-Roman in the East 
German press are reprinted in Oberkunze, 149-200. 

Memoranda to Hager dated Sept. 13, Oct. 15, and Nov. 20, 1985, ms. 38788. 
Ibid. and Hager to Günter Schabowski, Oct. 4, 1985, and Schabowski to Hager, 
Oct. 2, 1985, ms. 36834/1. 

“Lizenzurkunde” Jan. 27, 1988, Oberkunze, 146. 

Memorandum from Hilde Schmidt to Hager, Jan. 20, 1988, ms. 42321/2. The 
petmission was granted guite casually, as Hager indicated in a note seribbled on 
the bottom of this memo. In a letter to Hager of July 14, 1987, Hoffmann had 
asked whether permission for the new edition could be granted, as the MDV 
had reguested: Zenzur in der DDR, 161. 

Some important documents concerning Newe Herrlichkeit were published in 
Zenzur in der DDR, 143—51, 

Günter de Bruyn speech in X. Schriftstellerkongress der Deutschen Demokratischen 
Republik: Plenum (Berlin and Weimar, 1987), 128. 

Christoph Hein, X. Sehriftstellerkongress der Deutschen Demokratischen Repub- 
lik: Arbeitseruppen, 228. 

Ibid., 233. 

Minutes of a meeting of the executive committee of the Authors Union, June 
24, 1987, ms. 42277f1. 

Memorandum on a meeting between Hager and Höpcke on Feb, 18, 1988, ms. 
42325. 

Memorandum on a meeting between Hager and Höpcke on Nov. 14, 1988, ms. 
42325. 

Memorandum on a meeting of the executive committee of the Authors Union 
with Höpcke on June 28, 1989, ms. 42277/1. 

Braun to Hager, July 17, 1987, ms. 42321/2. Further details in a memorandum 
to Hager by Hilde Schmidt dated March 31, 1987, about a phone conversation 
between Braun and Höpcke, and a memorandum on a telephone conversation 
between Hager and Braun on July 17, 1987, both in ms. 42321/2. See also the 
documents published in Zenzur in der DDR, 161-65. 
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Braun to Hager, March 28, 1987, ms, 42321/2. Braun characterized the refusal as 
a “thoughtless, arbitrary act (gedankenlosen Willkürakıl” The Reisekader problem 
became clear in a letter from Hoffmann to Hager of March 27, 1987, ibid. 
Hager to Schabowski, Feb, 4, 1988, and Braun to Hager, Feb. 8, 1988, ms. 
423212. 
Braun to Hager, Jan. 22, 1971, ms. 36834/1. The use of Du was not automatic 
among fellow members of the Communist Party: see Janka, Schwierigkeiten, 18. 
Rainer Kerndi to Hager, undated but noted as received on Jan. 7, 1988, ms. 
47313. For a similar example of assertiveness by an author, in this case Peter 
Hacks, who protested about demands that he modify the text of an essay he had 
written for Sinn und Form, see the memorandum from Hilde Schmidt to Hager 
dated Oct. 4, 1988, ms. 42322. 
Schneider to Hager, Jan. 15, 1988, ms. 42313. 
Ragwitz to Hager, March 6, 1989, with a memorandum about the meeting, ms. 
42322)2. 
Remark by Höpcke at a seminar in the Wissenschaftskolleg zu Berlin on July 6, 
1994, according to notes | took at the seminar. Höpcke said that the informer, 
Ulrich Franz, provided him with information about what Ragwitz and the oth- 
ers in Kultur said about him behind his back. He also said that they had their 
own confidential sources of information about authors and books. Therefore, 
his sessions with Kultur took place in an atmosphere of mutual suspicion, and 
they were difficult but courteous and correct. Ragwitz always maintained a guiet 
tone in their meetings and should not be described as a “witch” (Hexe). The 
only person at the top of the Party hierarchy for whom Höpeke expressed strong 
criticism was Günter Mittag, who, he said, was brutish in his treatment of others 
and would have been happy to ruin Höpcke's career, had the judicial procedures 
protecting nomenklatura not stood in the way. Of course, Höpcke, like many 
other prominent figures from the GDR, may have been trying to defend himself 
against accusations of abuse of power. Although he received a good deal of 
criticism after the collapse of the regime, he held his ground in answering his 
critics. See Wolfgang Kohrt, “Als ob die Seele eine Mauer hat: Klaus Höpcke, 
einst stellvertretender DDR-Kulturminister: Eine deutsche Karriere,” Süddent- 
sehe Zeitung, Nov. 27-28, 1993, p. 11, and Höpeke's account of his administra- 
ton, “Glanz und Elend der DDR-Kultur,” the text of a lecture that he gave ata 
collogulum in Magdeburg on Nov. 14, 1992, and that he sent to me ina letter of 
July 14, 1994, 
Ragwitz to Hager, March 3, 1989; Ragwitz to Hager, March 6, 1989; and Höpcke 
to Honecker, March 3, 1989, ms. 42322/2. 
Höpcke to Hager, July 20, 1989, ms, 42313. 
Hager to Honecker, April 1, 1987, ms. 42313. Honecker wrote “apreed” İeinverstan- 
den) across the memorandum in which Hager recommended forbidding the work. 
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Hager to Honecker, May 13, 1987, and Höpcke to Hager, May 14, 1987, ms 
42313. The HV had granted the printing authorization on the basis of a recom- 
mendation from the publisher and two readers' reports, but one of the censors, 
Gerda Barz, admitted that she had failed to read the text, owing to an overload 
of work two days before she took a vacation. After the book was published, the 
Institute for Marxism-Leninism protested to Hager about its false account of 
history and the book was repressed: report by Gerda Barz, May 14, 1987, ibid. 
Höpcke to Hager, July 20, 1989, along with a memorandum from the HV dated 
July 17, 1989, ms. 42313. 

to Hager, Dec. 16, 1988, and E. Strnad to Hager, March 4, 1989, ms. 

2313. 


CONCLUSLON 


The besteknown case is probabiy that of William Prynne, who had his ears cut 
off following his condemnation for seditious libel in 1634. See Annabel Pat 
terson, Censorship and interpretation: The Conditions of Writing and Reading in 
Early Modern England (Madison, Wisc., 1984), 52-127. Horrendous as it seems 
today, Prynne's case involved legal proceedings that tilted the argumenis in 
his favor and that did not seem outrageous to his contemporaries, whose views 
were shaped by Tudor-Stuart statecraft. See Mark Kishlansky, “A Wbhipper 
Whipped: The Sedition of William Prynne,” Historical Jownal 56, no, 3 (Sept. 
2013), 603—27. 

For surveys of readerresponse criticism, see The Reader in the Text: Essays on 
Andience and İnterpretation, ed. Susan R. Suleiman and Inge Crosman (Prince- 
ton, 1980), and Reader-Response Criticism: From Formalism to Post-Siructuralism, 
ed. Jane P. Tompkins (Baltimnore, 1980). 

Leo Strauss, Persecution and the Art of Writing (Glencoe, Ul, 1952). Strauss 
explicitly rejected the kind of “historicism” that | am advocating in this book, 
In the 1870s, M. Kempson, an official in the Northwestern Provinces (roughly 
Uttar Pradesh and Uttaranchal today), recommended manuscripts for publish- 
ing subsidies and prizes, such as a thousand rupees and a watch, despite his 
general view of “native” literature as “little else than patchwork clearings in the 
jungle.” Robert Darnton, “Book Production in British India, 1850-1900” Book 
History 5 (2002): 247. 

Nicholas Cronk, “Voltaire and the Uses of Censorship: The Example of the 
Lettres philosophigues,* in An American Voltaire: Essays in Memory of J. Patrick 
Lee, ed. E. Joe Johnson and Byron R. Wells (Newcastle-upon/Iyne, 2009). 

In this respect, | would invoke the testimony of J. M. Coetzee, whose under 
standing of censorship was informed by the experience of writing under it in 


South Africa, See his Giving Offense: Essays on Censorship (Chicago, 1996), 
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especially pp. ix-x, 9, 18—19, and 185-203. Some recent studies combine insights 
derived from poststructuralist theories with rigorous empirical research. See, for 
example, Peter McDonald, The Literature Police: Apaertheid Censorship and Its 
Cultural Conseguences (Oxford, 2009); Deborah Shuger, Censorship and Cultural 
Sensibility; The Regulation of Language in Tudor-Siuart England (Philadelphia, 
2006); and Jonathan Bolton, Worlds of Dissent: Charter 77, The Plastic People of 
the Universe, and Czech Culture under Communism (Cambridge, Mass., 2012). 
Aleksandr Nikitenko, The Diary of a Russian Censor (Amherst, 1975). One of 
Nikitenko's main themes was his commitment to literature and collaboration 
with gifted writers. His account should be contrasted with the scholariy sur- 
vey of the subject by 1. P. Foote, “Counter.Censorship: Authors v. Censors in 
Nineteenth-Century Russia” Oxford Slavonic Papers, n.s., 27 (1994): 62—105. 
The Black Book of Polish Censorship (New York, 1984) is less revealing, although 
it contains examples of terms and subjects that were taboo to the censors in 
Poland during the 1970s and 19805. 

Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, The Oak and the Calf: Sketches of Literary Life in the 
Soiet Union (New York, 1980; first published in 1975), 29. 

1bid., 10. 

This account is based on Dusan Hamsik, Writers against Rulers (London, 1971), 
which includes the text of Kundera' speech. Ouotations are from pp. 176 and 
174-175. 

Ibid., 90. 

Ibid., 93. 

Ibid., 86, 

Ibid., 173. 

Norman Manea, On Clowns: The Dictator and the Artist (New York, 1992), ix. 
İbid., 87. 

İbid., 89. 

Ibid., 88. 

Danilo Kis, Homa Poeticus (New York, 1992), 91—92. 

Czeslaw Milosz, The Captive Mind (New York, 1953), 14. 

Ibid., xii. 

Ibid., x. 

See Coetzee, Giving Offense: Essays on Censorship, and McDonald, The Litera- 
ture Police. 

See Thomas Lahusen, How Life Writes the Book (Ithaca, 1997), a remarkable 
study of the production and diffusion of Far from Moscow, by Vasilii Azhaev, an 
epic novel about the construction of a pipeline in the Soviet Far East. Although 


condemned to the gulag himself for counterrevolutionary activity, Azhaev 
became a devout convert to Stalinism and worked closely with the censors, 
who directed him to cut 300 pages and to rewrite 200 pages of his 1,000-page 
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manuscripi. The book was a huge success among Soviet readers. Celebrated as 
a classic of socialist realism, it received the Stalin Prize in 1949, 

As an example of debate among anthropologists about the problems of under 
standing the point of view of “natives”, see Gananath Obeyesekere, The Apo- 
iheosis of Captain Cook; European Mythmaking in the Pacific (Princeton, 1997), 
and Marshall Sahlins, How “Natives” Think: About Captain Cook, for Example 
(Chicago, 1999), 


Stanley Fish, There's No Such Thing as Free Speech, and Its a Good Thing, Too 
(New York, 1994), 110, 
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